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Summary

This report analyzes the Califormia State Univer-
sity’s proposal to convert its North County Center 1n
San Marcos from a permanent upper-division and
graduate off-campus center to the twentieth full-
service campus of the system

The Executive Summary on pages 1-4 summarizes
the reasons for the report and hists 16 conclusions
and five recommendations regarding the proposal

Part One on pages 5-18 traces the evolution of the
State Untversity's plans for serving the residents of
northern San Dhego County, including the develop-
ment of the North County Center and the current
proposal to expand 1t to a campus

Part Two on pages 18-46 responds to the proposal in
light of both the Commission’s eight critera for ap-
proving new campuses of the State University and
current restrictions on the use of the term untversity
for the campus

Finally, Part Three on pages 47-52 explains the ra-
tionale for the Commussion’s recommendations ap-
proving both the conversion from center to campus
and appropriations for campus master planning,
calling for a supplemental report from the State Uni-
versity on enrollment projections for the ecampus,
and urging a change 1n the law regarding the process
by which a State University campus 1s designated a
college or a untversity

The Commussion adopted this report at 1ts meeting
on January 23, 1989, on recommendation of 1ts Poli-
cy Development Committee Additional copies of the
report may be obtained from the Library of the Com-
mussion at (916) 322-8031 Questions about the sub-
stance of the report may be directed to William L
Storey of the Commission staff at (916) 322-8018
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THIS report contains the Commission’s analysis of
the Califormia State University's proposal to convert
the North County Center in San Marcos from a per-
manent upper-division and gradusate off-campus cen-
ter to a full-service campus The permanent off-cam-
pus center, which was approved by the Commission
in November 1987 (Report 87-40) 15 scheduled to
open 1n the Fall of 1992, with the full-service cam-
pus commencing operations in the Fall of 1995

In this report, the Commussion notes that considera-
tion of the proposal was accelerated by 1937 Budget
Act language, which stated that:

Within two years of the acquisition of the prop-
erty for the off-campus center in North San
Diego County, the Califorma State University
shall subm:t to the Legislature and the Calif-
orma Postsecondary Education Commission an
analysis of the feasibility of establishing a full-
service campus at thus site This analysis shall
also include the effects that establishment of a
full-service campus would have on (1) the other
Cahforma State University campuses, (2) the
University of California campuses, and (3) the
California Community Colleges It is the intent
of the Legislature that, 1f 1t is determuined & full-
service campus 18 not to be established 1n this
location, the additional property acquired to ac-
commodate a full-service campus shall be de-
clared surplus and sold (Chapter 135, Statutes
of 1987, Item 6610-301-782[3] and “Provisions”
Section 3)

Had that language not been approved, 1t 1s probable
that the State University would not have requested
Commission action for several years, a delay that
would have permitted the Commission to complete
its long-range planming study This scheduling
problem created a conflict between the Commis-
sion’s obligation to consider segmental proposals for
new campuses and centers on their own ments, and
1ts desire to provide State policy makers with an
overall planning context for new facilities in all seg-
ments through the year 2005

Executive Summary

To address both concerns, the Commission has sep-
arated the tssue of the merits of the San Marcos pro-
posal from the 1ssue of capital cutlay finaneing Ac-
cordingly, 1t has noted that the State University's
plannming for the campus, within the context of its
own segment, has been commendable, and that the
need for additional services 1n northern San Diego
County 15 great All of the criteria for approving a
new campus that are contained in the Commssion’s
Guidelines and Procedures for the Review of New
Campuses and Off-Campus Centers have been met,
and the campus 1s therefore recommended for ap-
proval At the same time, the Commission recom-
mends that financing for the new campus be deferred
until the long-range planning study 1s completed, so
that the capital and support needs of this new cam-
pus can be discussed within the context of statewide
population and enrollment projections, the resource
needs of existing campuses throughout the State, the
plans of the University of California and the Califor-
nia Community Colleges, and the State’s abihty to
finance higher education’s future needs

The Commission's conclusions and recommendations
are as follows

General conclusions

1 State University’s planning effort for what may
become 1tz twentieth campus has been commend-
able It has bwlt strongly on the earlier efforts
that led to the Commission’s approval of the per-
manent North County Center, and has been dili-
gent in consulting extensively with members of
the local community, the area's Community Col-
leges, the Uriversity of California, and various
State agencies including the Commission While
some concern might be expressed about the Uni-
versity of San Diego's (USD) opposition to the
project, 1t appears that the State University has
gone as far as prudence demands, and likely that



a stable independent institution such as USD will
not. be adversely affected

Because of the State University’s excellent plan-
ning effort, and the evident need for an addition-
al eampus 1n neorthern San Diego County, the
Commission concludes that San Marcos should
be approved as the twentieth campus of the Cali-
fornia State University system Parallel to this
conclusion, and 1n response to the 1987 Budget
Act language, is the additional conclusion that
all of the 302 acres of land at the Prohoroff
Ranch site in San Marecos will eventually be
needed for the campus and that none of the prop-
erty should therefore be sold

The 1ssues surrounding expansion in all three
segments of California higher education are sim-
lar to those experienced in the late 1950s that
led to the creation of the Master Plan for Higher
Education in Californta and the Donahoe Higher
Education Act A mejor difference between the
1950s and the 1990s, however, 13 that the State
has fewer available resources, as well as greater
cbligations, than 1t did 30 years ago, and conse-
quently may have greater dufficulty funding a
major expansion in higher education facilities
Because of both the similarities and the differ-
ences, the Commission’s long-range planning
study assumes a special importance, and leads to
the conclusion that capital cutlay funds specifi-
cally directed to the establishment of new cam-
puses and off-campus centers -- other than those
for which working drawings, construction, or
equipment funds have already been appropri-
ated -- should not be approved until after the
long-range planning effort has been completed

A very large array of data and information has
been accumulated relative to the State Univer-
sity’s proposal to convert the permanent San
Marcos Center to a full-service campus These
include population and enrollment projections,
academic plans and programs, a consideration of
alternatives, and an extensive amount of plan-
mng for both the permanent off-campus center
and the permanent campus So persuasive are
these data that the Commission is convinced
that, regardless of the cutcome of the long-range
planning study, the San Marcos campus will

occupy a high priority in the State’s future ex-
pansion plans

Questions remain concerning the viability of the
enrollment projections that are based on data
due to be updated in the Spring of 1989 For that
reason, and because well-defined enroliment pro-
jections are crucial to a consideration of capital
outlay planning, the Commission reiterates the
need to delay capital appropriations for the new
San Marcos campus

A one-year delay, until early 1990, 1in approving
capital outlay appropriations for the San Marcos
campus will not unduly limit or restrict the State
University's ability to provide quality education-
al services to the northern region of San Diego
County In all probabihty, delaying a final au-
thorization for capital outlay appropriations
until early in 1990 will not unduly disrupt cur-
rent planning schedules or the phasing of capital
outlay requests The first request for capital
funding for the campus, a request that will be
himited to planning and working drawings,
should not be required prior to the 1991-92 fiscal
year, over a year after completion of the Com-
mission’s long-range planning project Should
the Trustees decide to request funds as early as
1990-91, there 15 ample precedent for condition-
ing release of those funds on Commission ap-
proval Such a conditicn would also leave the
schedule undisturbed

Should unforeseen delays in the capital outlay
appropriation or construction process delay the
operung date of the San Marcos campus from
Fall 1995 to Fall 1996, a sufficient array of edu-
cational services will still exist 1n the North
County area to provide for the education of all
qualified students Lower division students can
continue to be accommmodated at MiraCosta and
Palomar Colleges, with upper division and grad-
uate students attending the previously approved
permanent off-campus center

The State University should continue to plan for
the San Marcos Campus, and the Governor and
the Legislature should support those planning
efforts



Specific conclusions
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The population and enrollment projections de-
veloped by the Califorma State Urnuversity and
the Population Research Unit of the Department
of Finance, although of a preliminary nature
pending publication of the Series 7 forecast by
the San Diego Association of Governments, ap-
pear to be large enough to justify the establish-
ment of a new campus 1n northern San Diego
County The enrollment projections indicate a
service demand of 4,379 full-time-equivalent
students in 1995-96 and about 5,000 by the year
2000, a level that 1s larger than the enrollments
at three existing State University campuses,
and about the same size as three others Due to
the need to phase enrcollments, however, the
campus 1s expected to open with 2,743 full-time-
equivalent students in Fall 19395, growing to
4,820 1n the year 2000 The first criterion of the
Commssion’s Guidelines and Procedures has
therefore been satisfied

Although statewide enrollment demand through
2010 indicates that the 19 existing campuses
could be expanded, within master plan limita-
tions, to accommodate total enrollment demand,
the State University has presented a case for re-
gional growth in the San Diego area sufficient to
satisfy the requirements of Criterion 5

Within the context of 1ts own segment, the State
University has considered all reasonable alter-
natives to the establishment of the San Marcos
campus 1 a thorough manner These include
the expansion of existing off-campus centers, the
expansion of existing campuses, and the 1n-
creased utilization of existing campuses All of
these alternatives were rejected for three pn-
mary reasons, first that the enrollment demand
15 too great to be housed 1n one or more off-cam-
pus facilities, second that the service area 15 too
1solated from campuses with expansion poten-
tial, and third that the only available campus in
the region, San Diego State Umversity, has al-
ready reached 1ts master plan Limit of 25,000
full-time-equivalent students

Concerning consultation with, and possible 1m-
pacts on, other institutions, the State Unaversity
has engaged in a comprehensive planmng proc-
ess that has involved all affected members of the
community, ineluding other public and inde-
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pendent institutions 1n the area Strong local
and regional interest has been expressed from a
wide variety of interested individuals and
groups, and enrollments at both the University
of Califorma and the local Community Colleges
have been fully considered 1n the development of
the enrollment projections The sole objection to
the proposal, from the University of San Diego,
has not persuaded the Commssion to reject the
San Marcos campus, since that independent in-
stitution has a stable enrollment, because 1t
could not accommodate the enrollment growth
projected for the region, and because many stu-
dents 1n need of services cannot afford the much
higher tuition and fees charged by that or other
independent institutions

With regard to program deseription and justifi-
cation, the State University presented 1ts best
estimate of a program configuration through
1998 In addition, a complete program descrip-
tion for the San Marcos Center was presented
and approved by the Commission 1n 1987 At
this stage of the planning process, 1t 12 not rea-
sonable to expect the State University to be able
to present a complete program description for the
new campus, principally because that program
array will be determined by the new campus's
administrators and faculty, who are not yet in
place Accordingly, 1t 15 reasonable only to ex-
pect that, as planning proceeds, the State Uni-
versity will keep the Commuission advised con-
cerning changes in the programs proposed for
the new campus

The physical, soe1al, and demographic character-
1stics of the north San Diego County region were
described at considerable length 1n the Commus-
sion's previous reports on the San Marcos Cen-
ter, and have not changed since that time Con-
sequently, Criterion 11 1s considered to be satis-
fied by reference to the earlier reports

In 1ts follow-up report on the San Marcos Center,
the State University submitted a comprehensive
report on the ways 1n which 1t intended to facili-
tate access for disadvantaged students Inits re-
port on the San Marcos campus, this report was
expanded further to include a description of how
the campus would facilitate not only access but
retention The Commission regards these state-
ments of intent to be adequate to fulfill the re-
quirements of Criterion 12



16 There 13 no longer any persuasive reason to con-

tinue the practice of Commission approval of
changes 1n the names of individual State Uni-
versity institutions from “College” to “"Univer-
sity ¥ Accordingly, 1t is the Commasion’s judg-
ment that those Education Code sections requir-
ing such approval be repealed following final ap-
proval of the proposal, and that the San Marcos
campus, should 1t be approved by the Governor
and the Legislature, commence operations as
"California State University, San Marcos” or
such other name as the Trustees alone shall de-
termine

Recommendations

Based on the above conclusions, the Commission of-
fers the following recommendations

1. The California State University’s proposal

to convert the San Marcos Center to a full-
service campus should be approved. Lower
division students should be admitted no ear-
lier than the Fall of 1995.

. Master planning for the San Marcos campus
should continue without interruption, with
sufficient funds appropriated to provide for
that purpose.

. Capital outlay appropriations for the North
County Center should continue to be consid-
ered fully approved by the Commission.
The Commission recommends that the Gov-
ernor and the Legislature support appropri-

ations for continued planning for the San
Marcos campus. However, the Governor
and Legislature should take into account the
Commission’s long-range statewide plan as
they appropriate future capital outlay funds
for the San Marcos campus beyond the 1989-
90 budgeted appropriations.

. The opening enrollment projections for the

San Marcos campus, currently listed at 2,743
full-time-equivalent students for the 1995-96
academic year, then growing to 13,374 full-
time-equivalent in 2020-21, should be consid-
ered preliminary. The State University
should submit to the Commission and to the
Population Research Unit of the Depart-
ment of Finance a supplemental report re-
vising those projections, if revisions are
deemed to be necessary, based on the San
Diego Association of Governments "Series
7" forecast, to be released in the Spring of
1989. This report should be submitted no
later than October 1, 1989.

. The Governor and the Legislature should re-

peal Education Code Sections 89032, 89033,
88033.1, and 89034 relating to the process by
which the names of individual campuses of
the California State University are changed
from "College” to "University,” At the same
time, through a clear statement of intent the
Legislature should indicate that such repeal
is not intended to contravene the provisions
of Section 66608, which specifies the State
University's mission and function under the
Master Plan and the Donahoe Act.
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SECTION 66903(5) of the Education Code states
that the California Postsecondary Education Com-
mission "shall advise the Legislature and the Gover-
nor regarding the need for and location of new 1nsti-
tutions and campuses of public higher education ”
Section 66904 provides further that

It 18 the intent of the Legislature that sites for
new 1nstitutions and branches of the Univer-
sity of California and the California State
University, and such classes of off-campus
centers as the commission shall determine,
shall not be authorized or acquired unless rec-
ommended by the commission

Pursuant to that legislation, the Commission devel-
oped a series of guidelines and procedures for the re-
view of such proposals 1n 1975 and revised them 1n
1978 and 1982, Using these guidelines, reproduced
in Appendix A, the Commission has evaluated nu-
merous proposals submiited by the California State
University and the California Community Colleges
for the establishment of new campuses and off-cam-
pus centers Until now, however, it has never re-
celved a proposal for a new campus for the Universi-
ty of California or the Califorma State University,
but now the State Umiversity has proposed esta-
blishing 1ts twentieth campus in the City of San
Marcos in northern San Diego County In this re-
port, the Commission responds to that proposal

Early history of the proposal

The State University’s efforts to establish a perma-
nent presence 1n northern San Diego County date
back to the late 1960s In 1969, the Office of the
Chancellor 1ssued a staff report which concluded
that “an ultimate need existed” for an additional
State College campus in the area (The California
State University, 1969, p 1v) Chancellor Dumke
forwarded the report to the Coordinating Council for
Higher Education, but the Council took no formal
action on it, explaining that no additional facilities

Background to the Proposal

could be considered “until presently available facil-
1ties on existing campuses were more adequately
and properly financed” (Spaulding, 1970)

Throughout the early 1970s, the San Diego Chamber
of Commeree, political leaders, and business and civ-
ic groups continued to encourage a north county
campus, despite dimimished State University inter-
est 1n such a campus -- a circumstance precipitated
in part by the fact that the Trustees increased the
enrollment ceiling at San Diego State University by
almost 25 percent 1n the early "70s, thereby relieving
most of 1ts enrollment pressures

In the summer of 1976, San Diego State University
edministrators and faculty met with officials from
the Office of the Chancellor to consider alternative
approaches to serving the north San Diego County
area Throughout the late 1970s, however, higher
education enrollments declined, and a number of
State University campuses developed excess capaci-
ty Although San Diego State University continued
toachieve1ts master plan enrollment ceiling, the leg-
islatively established policy of “redirection” (Edu-
cation Code Section 66011) dictated that 1ts excess
enrollments be accommodated on other campuses
within the State University system In addition, due
principally to the passage of Proposition 13, avail-
able resources within the State budget were reduced
to the point where funding for a new campus 1n the
north county area could not reasonably be expected

In the face of these realities, the Office of the Chan-
cellor abandoned plans for a north county campus,
suggesting instead that San Diego State Umiversity
“seriously consider the alternative of offering classes
1n a satellite center” in order to provide the higher
education opportunuties requested by residents 1n
the north county area (The California State Univer-
sity, 1979, p 1) That suggestion led to the develop-
ment of a formal proposal for establishung a State-
supported upper-division and graduate center in
leased facilities 1n the City of Vista That proposal
envisioned the offering of between 20 and 24 courses
in four degree programs during the {irst year The
Office of the Chancellor submutted that proposal to



the Postsecondary Education Commuission 1n Febru-
ary 1979, and 1n May, the Commaission approved the
following motion 1n which 1t deferred action

RESOLVED, That the Califormia Postsecondary
Education Commssien take final action on
the proposed center in northern San Dhego
County when 1ts off-campus study 1s complet-
ed and the general policy 1ssues regarding off-
campus instruction 1n Califormia are resolved

The Commission published that study, Degrees of
Dwersity, in March 1980, but the subject of the north
county center was never raised The fact that no
capital outlay funds were requested for the center at
that time may have persuaded the Commussion that
no further action was required

In September 1979, San Diego State University
opened 1ts temporary North County Center 1n leased
facilities in Vista with 148 headcount students (60
full-time-equivalent students) Enrollments grew
steadily, as shown in Display 1 below, and three
years later, the center moved into expanded facili-

ties in San Marcos -- 1ts present loeation No further
actions were taken regarding the State University’s
presence in the north county area for the next five
years, until the State University began an overall
evaluation of the need for new facilities and services
throughout the State

Actions taken from 1984 to the present

In 1984, Chancellor Reynolds appointed an ad hoc
staff committee, chaired by Deputy Provost John M
Smart, to explore the need for new State University
services and facilities throughout the State That
committee reported on January 10, 1985, that upper-
division and graduate offerings were needed in sev-
eral areas of Califormia, northern San Diego County
among them, and that this need should be accom-
modated 1n either temporary or permanent off-cam-
pus centers It proposed no new four-year campuses
for the foreseeable future, and 1t concluded 1ts report
by recommending that

DISPLAY | Fall Headcount and Full-Time-Equivalent Enrollments, and Number of Headcount
Students per Full-Time-Equivalent Student at the San Marcos Center, 1979 to 1988
Number of Number of
Falli Term Shudents Headcount Studsats
Full- Time per Full-Time
Year Headoount Bqurwalent Equrvalent Srudent
1979 (est)! 148 600 25
1980 (est) 258 1050 25
1981 (est) 283 1150 25
1982 (est) 296 831 36
1983 (actual) 333 849 39
1984 (actual) 373 1642 23
1985 (actual) 639 263.5 24
1986 (actual) 967 3601 27
. 1987 (actual) 1,211 4732 26
1988 (est) 1,905 £00 0 24

1 Pror to Fall 1983, both headcount and full-ume-equivalent student figures for the San Marcos Center were subsumed

under the larger totals for San Diegn Stase Univasity

| Source Letter to Wilbam L. Storey from Rachard Rush, October 27, 1986, and the Calforma State Unmversity, 1988




funding be provided for marketing and de-
mographic studies in northern San Diego
County to facilitate planning for expanded
center operations, and studies to determine
the best location and circumstances for ex-
panded center facilities (The California State
University, 1986, p 25)

During the 1285 legislative session, Senator Wil-
liam A Craven of Carlsbad introduced Senate Bill
1060, which appropriated $250,000 to enable the
Trustees to perform population projections, an 1n-
dustry and income profile, an analysis of specific
educational program requirements, and an assess-
ment of overall educational needs and currently
provided services Following legislative and guber-
natorial approval of the bill (Chapter 575, Statutes
of 1985), the Trustees retained the consulting firm of
Tadlock & Associates of Carmel, California, who
completed their report in March 1986 In that re-
port, the consultants made four major recommen-
dations

1 That CsU plan for a comprehensive campus
in NCSA [North County Service Area] to
house a minimum of 14,900 enrollment
and a maximum of 21,000 by the year
2010

2 That CSU acquire the site as rapidly as pos-
sible because rapid commercial and resi-
dential growth in the area 15 depleting
good site availability and increasing costs

3 That CSU locate the site on the Highway 78
corridor or 1ts connections to I-5 and I-15 to
obtain optimum ease of access for a max-
mum number of NCSA residents

4 That particular attention be given to meet
the following major educational needs

Education

General Service Operations
Business

Information Services and Systems
Health Services

General Education

After receiving the consultant's report, the Trustees
approved a resolution on May 21, 1986, which con-
tained these operative sections

RESOLVED, That the Board of Trustees of the
Califorma State University recommends that
a site suitable for facihities of the Califorma
State University be acquired in North County
San Dhego 1n close proximity to the ocean com-
munities and inland communities of North
County, and be 1t further

RESOLVED, That this finding be made known
to State officials and the California Legsla-
ture, and that the Califorma Postsecondary
Education Commission be formailly requested
to make [a] recommendation on this proposal
pursuant to Education Code, Section 66904, as
soon as practicable, and be 1t further

RESOLVED, That the Board of Trustees antici-
pates in the not too distant future making a
recommendation regarding a specific site or
sites for which negotiations can be commen-
ced

Throughout the summer of 1986, State Umiversity
officials surveyed the North County area for poten-
tial sites, and two were found -- Bress1 Ranch 1n the
east Carlsbad area, and Prohoroff Ranch in San
Marcos After a considerable exploration of the ad-
vantages and disadvantages of each, the Prohoroff
Ranch site was selected, and negotiations ensued to
determine the purchase price and the provision of
various services by the City of San Marcos and the
Bieri-Avis Group, the owner/developer of the land

The State University formally transmitted its re-
quest for Commssion review through a letter dated
September 26, 1986 (Appendix B) In that letter, 1t
was noted that funds had been requested within the
State University’s 1987-88 capital outlay program
for land acqusition and master planning for two
sites, one 1n San Diego County and one 1n Ventura
County The amount requested was for $19 2 million
-- a somewhat general figure designed to prevent
property owners from determining the exact price
the State might be willing to pay

The Commmssion's analysis of the proposal for the
permanent San Marcos Center entailed an extensive
discussion of enrollment projections, possible alter-
natives, eifects on other institutions, and related
matters Of particular concern were the enrollment
estimates, and several months of communication
among the Chancellor’s staff, Commission staff, and
the Population Research Unit of the Department of



Finance were required before the issue could be re-
solved In addition, the Commission’s report specu-
lated openly on the possimlity of the center even-
tually becoming a fuil-service, four-year institution,
and noted that the assumptions underlying 1its en-
rollment projections might increase considerably if
that change were made Specifically, the Commis-
sion stated (1987, p 42)

Should the State decide in the future to con-
vert the center to a campus, these enrollment
projections would change dramatically The
participation rates, shown only for the upper-
division and graduate levels, should increase
by about 40 to 45 percent The estimate of
only § percent attendance from outs:de the
service area would probably jump to between
20 and 30 percent, and the proportion of head-
count to full-time-equivalent students would
grow between 1990 and 2000 from the current
projection of between 50 and 70 percent to
between 75 and 80 percent -- percentages very
close to the statewide average for the State
University’s {existing] campuses These ad-
justments could change the Commission's
estimate of 2,640 full-time-equivalent stu-
dents to between 4,000 and 5,000 -- either one
probably sufficient to justify the creation of a
full-service campus

In February 1987, the Commission considered the
State University’s proposal at some length, and sub-
sequently approved the following recommendations
(1987, p 45)

1 That the Governor and the Legislature
approve funding 1n the 1987 Budget Act for
the purchase of between 350 and 400 acres
on the Prohoroff Ranch site in the City of
San Marcos 1n northern San Diego County
to be used for the construction of a perma-
nent State University upper-division and
graduate off-campus center of San Diego
State University

2 That the Califorma State University sub-
mit by October 1, 1987, a supplemental re-
port to the Postsecondary Education Com-
mission that corrects the deficiencies 1n 1ts
original needs study This report should 1n-
clude a comprehensive academic and sup-
port service master plan for the North
County Center and a complete description

of how the center will serve disadvantaged
residents of the area The report should also
include a description of how public trans-
portation will be made available to the cen-
ter's students

3 That the State University proceed with
physical master planning for the construc-
tion of facilities on the Prohoroff Ranch site
sufficient to accommodate a full-time-equiv-
alent upper-division and graduate enroll-
ment of 1,600 to 1,700 by the opening date of
Fall 1992, and of 2,600 to 2,700 by Fall
2000 This planmng should take into ac-
count the potential expansion of the North
County Center 1nto a four-year, full-service
campus of the State Unuversity system

4 That if the State Umiversity considers 1t ap-
propriate to convert the North County Cen-
ter into a comprehensive campus, 1t shall
submit a complete justification for that
change to the Commssion at least two years
1n advance of the proposed conversion date
That justification should conform to and
satisfy all of the criteria contained 1n the
Commussion's Guidelines and Procedures
for the Review of New Campuses, with par-
ticular attention to Criteria 3 and 7 regard-
ing consultation with adjacent institutions
and consideration of existing and projected
enrollments in those 1nstitutions

The Governor’s Budget for 1987-88 contained $19
muillion for land acquisition in San Diego and Ven-
tura Counties, plus an additional $200,000 to master
plan the Prohoroff Ranch site -- amounts that were
contingent on final appraval of the permanent center
by the Postsecondary Education Commission The
Legislative Analyst reacted to this proposal by ques-
tioning the Trustees’ decision to purchase over 300
acres of land when the stated 1ntention was himited
to the construction of a permanent off-campus cen-
ter If that was the Trustees’ only intention, the An-
alyst argued, then a far smaller tract of land would
be sufficient, and she accordingly was successful 1n
persuading the Legmslature to adopt the following
Budget Act language

Within twe years of the aequisition of the
property for the off-campus center in North
San Diego County, the Calfornia State Uni-
versity shall submit to the Legislature and the



California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion an analysis of the feasibility of estab-
lishing a full-service campus at this site This
analysis shall also include the effects that es-
tablishment of a full-service campus would
have on (1) the other California State Univer-
sity campuses, (2) the University of Califorma
campuses, and (3) the California Community
Colleges It is the intent of the Legislature
that, if 1t is determined a full-service campus
15 not to be established 1n this location, the ad-
ditional property acquired to accommodate a
full-service campus shall be declared surplus
and sold (Chapter 135, Statutes of 1987, Item
6610-301-782[3} and “Provisions” Section 3)

Given the State University's plans for the perma-
nent off-campus center, and the appropriations and
recommendations emanating from the Legislature
and the Commission, work proceeded virtually si-
multaneously on four fronts (1) satisfaction of the
Commuission's conditions for final approval of the
North County Center, (2) negotiations for the site
purchase, (3) development of a report 1n response to
the 1987 Budget Act language, and (4) master plan-
ning for the site

The first of these tasks was completed on August 10,
1987, when the State University transmitted 1its
supplemental report to the Commaission, a report
that included revised enrollment projections, an aca-
demic master plan, a student services plan, a plan
for serving disadvantaged students, and a plan to as-
sure adequate transportation aceess to the site This
report was considered by the Commission at 1ts Oc-
tober 1987 meeting, and "approved without reser-
vation or condition” 1n November (1987,p 6)

The second obhigation was discharged on June 3,
1988, when negotiations for the Prohoroff Ranch
property were completed, and title for 302 acres was
transferred to the Trustees from the Bier1-Avis Joint
Venture at a cost of $10 6 million

The third duty, responding to the 1987 Budget Act
language, produced the July 1988 report that 1s the
primary focus of this analysis, A Report to the Leg-
1slature and the California Postsecondary Education
Commussion on the Feasibility of Establishing a Full-
Service California State Unwersity Campus tn North
San Diego County (reproduced in Appendix C on
pages 65-174 below)

That report contained the following summary and
conclusions

1 The North County Center (NCC) of San Di-
epo State University started 1n 1979 1n the
city of Vista, offering upper-division and
graduate programs to approximately 150
students Enrollment hag grown to 1,256
students (approx 500 FTE) 1n [the] Spring
of 1988 The center has operated 1n leased
quarters 1n San Marcos since 1982

2 Property has been purchased in San Mar-
cos for permanent facilities for the NCC
The scheduled occupaney date 15 Fall 1992
The 1mtial complement of buildings will
provide the center with a capacity of 2,100
FTE students

3 The present study 1s 1n response to Budget
Act language requiring a feasibility study
for a full-service campus at the NCC site in
San Marcos Informat, this study responds
to the criteria that the California Postsec-
ondary Education Commission uses 1n re-
viewing proposals for new campuses

4 This study examines population, enroll-
ment, and campus capacity projections at
the State and regional levels before turn
1ing to a discussion of a campus at the San
Marcos site Based upon Department of F1
nance projections, Califorma will add ap-
proximately 16 million people between
1980 and 2020 The CSU system will have
to add capacity buildings to accommodate
growth of enrollments of approximately
60,000 FTE students in the next 22 years
{to 2020)

5 All major population regions of the State
are projected to have substantial popula-
tion growth All of these regions contain at
least one CSU campus All of the CSU cam-
puses 1n the regions have expansion poten-
tial (capacity to build more buildings) to
accommodate enrollment growth except
one San Diego State University, the only
CSU campus 1n the southernmost region
(San Diego and Imperial counties), 1s at its
Master Plan ceiling [t has no expansion
potential
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A large amount of the population growth
in the southernmost region 1s 1n North San
Diego County The San Marcos site for the
permanent facilities of the North County
Center 15 located 1n the middle of this
growth area

Projections for a full-service campus at the
San Marcos site show an enrollment of
over 5,000 FTE (7,300 individual students)
in the year 2000 (Of this total, approxi-
mately 1,600 are lower division students,
3,200 are upper division, and 2,500 are
graduate and postbaccalaureate students )
This projection 18 based upon participation
rates and student workload factors from
five of the smaller CSU campuses applied to
population projections for the North Coun-
ty Service Area i1n Northern San Diego
County

A full-service campus at the San Marcos
g1te 1s feasible If authorized to commence
operations 1n the mid-1990s, such a cam-
pus, building upon the North County Cen-
ter's enrollment foundation, 1s projected to
have an enrollment of 2,800 FTE 1n 1995
and 5,000 FTE 1in 2000

Such a campus is fully justified within the
mission of the C8U to provide mnstruction
through the bachelor’s and master’s de-
grees It would serve a large and growing
regional population, the bulk of whom, for
reasons of family and work commitments,
would not otherwise have such an oppor-
tunity

The San Marcos campus would help reduce
enrollment pressures at San Diego State
University, which 1s currently at its Mas-
ter Plan enrollment ceiling of 25,000 FTE

It appears that the San Marcos campus
would have a minor effect upon enrollment
atneighboring Community College or Uni-
versity of California campuses There are
two main reasons for this result First, all
campuses in the region will share in the
enrollment growth associated with the re-
gonal population growth The effect of the
San Marcos campus would be to slow the
growth rate of neighboring institutions
Second, the projections for the San Marcos
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campus, based upon local participation
rates at other CSU campuses, are relatively
modest through the turn of the century

The three independent universities in the
area were invited to comment on the San
Marcos proposal The University of San
Diego expressed concern that a full-service
campus at San Marcos would have a nega-
tive effect upon their own enrollment
They suggested that an increase 1 schol-
arship funding to allow students to attend
private institutions would be a preferable
alternative

A set of "phased growth” FTE projections 1s
provided herein These projections show
how the FTE at the North County Center
will grow from where 1t 15 now, 500 FTE in
1988 to over 5,000 FTE 1n the year 2000,
based upon development of a full-service
campus during the decade of the 1990s (If
this project 1s approved by the Board of
Trustees and CPEC, a set of “phased growth”
FTE projections should be adopted by the
C8U as enrollment allocations for budget
purposes )

The “phased growth” FTE projections show
a need for a second complement of capacity
bwildings for the campus 1n 1995 [n order
for this capacity to be available 1n 1995,
planning for 1t should begin 1n 1988

After making the transition from the
North County Center to a full-service cam-
pus, San Marcos has the potential in the
early part of the 21st century to become a
major university, enrolling 15,000 to
20,000 students

As a full-service campus, San Marcos will
admit lower-division, upper-division, post-
baccalaureate, and graduate students A
full range of bachelor’'s degree programs
(approximately 30) and graduate programs
through the master’s degree and poten-
tially joint doctorate (12) will be offered
The campus will also offer teaching creden-
tial programs and a general education pro-

gram

Full-service campus status at San Marcos
should begin 1n 1995-96 with the admis-



sion of lower-division students after the
North County Center has occupied 1ts per-
manent facilities

Admission of lower-division students will
be accomplished with careful attention so
as to minimize 1ts 1mpact upon neighbor-
ing Community Colleges The administra-
tion of the San Marcos campus should con-
tinue the beneficial practice of the North
County Center of regularly consulting
with MiraCosta and Palomar Colleges re-
garding topies of mutual interest

The report was approved by the Board of Trustees on
July 13, 1988, by the following resolution

RESOLVED, By the Board of Trustees of the
California State University, that the Board
accepts and endorses, in principle, the report
entitled Feasibility of Establishing a Full-
Service Campus tn North San Diego County
and recommends to the Chancellor that the
report be submitted to the California Postsec-
ondary Education Commission and the Joint
Legislative Budget Commuttee as specified in
the 1987-88 Budget Act

The fourth responsibility was to develop a physical
master plan for the site that would indicate the type
and location of various buildings, show how those
buildings would be phased in, determine landscap-
ing and traffic patterns, and in general, determine
how various portions of the site would be used, and
how they would integrate with other areas Displays
2 and 3 on pages 12 and 13 show the plan for the fi-
nal buildout of the 25,000 full-time-equivalent stu-
dent campus, with Displays 4 through 7 on pages
14-17 indicating the four phases that are intended to
produce that final result Phase One 15 intended to
accommodate 2,700 full-time-equivalent students,
Phase Two, 5,000, Phase Three, 15,000, and Phase
Four, 25,000

Present plans incorporated into the Trustees' 1989-
90 budget request indicate a total cost for Phase One
infrastructure, site development, construction, and

equipment of $51,751,000 Costs for subsequent
phases are unknown at this time Display 8 on page
18 shows the Trustees’ funding request, to which
$10 6 million has been added to account for the site
purchase

(It should be noted that the gross square footage
allotments shown in Display 4 were preliminary es-
timates developed by the State Umversity's archi-
tect and do not correspond directly to the funding
data shown in Display 8 For example, the imtial
facility, which 1s to house the administration, stu-
dent services, the library, faculty offices/instruction-
al support, and the computer center, was indicated
by the architect to comprise 146,050 gross square
feet The budget request approved by the Trustees
for 1989-90 reduced that to 142,400 gross square
feet Similarly, the academic and laboratory phases,
estimated at 91,400 gross square feet, have been
combined 1n the budget request under "Academic
Building I"” and expanded to 107,379 gross square
feet Subsequent phases, shown in Displays 5, 6, and
7, should be considered very preliminary, and will
undoubtedly change as a result of more detailed
consideration of specific projects by the Chancellor's
Office, the Trustees, and the Governor and Legisla-
ture )

Contents of the remainder of this report

The rest of this report 1s divided 1nto two parts -- a
discussion of the proposal in light of the criteria con-
tained 1n the Commission’s Guidelines and Proce-
dures, and conclusions and recommendations At
the end of Part Two, the Commission discusses the
name that the new campus, 1f 1t 1s approved by all of
the reviewing authorities, should assume Ordinari-
ly, this decision would be left entirely to the Board of
Trustees, but since the Education Code requires the
Commission to determine whether certain State
University campuses should be termed “colleges” or
“untversities,” 1t 18 appropriate that that issue be
considered within this report

11



Schematic Plan for the San Marcos Campus at Full Capacuty of 25,000 Full-Time-

Equivalent Students

DISPLAY 2

.\.m,

AAAA

\r

3

=+

P

A

//A/\/v/wf_@w ,

= -]

4

7 a m

[ A |

e | E—
—— 11

i

—
]

/
|

HIH

H H

HHE
HIE

i)

/

e

N

/

=

\\

!

12




" roa
1 k.
E e D a e

i\,

P AR, e




DISPLAY 4
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Phase | will apen 11 1992 with capacity for 2,700 FTE  The Lninal
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between the entrances and the ceremomal padesirian axis from
the Twin Caks Valley Road and Barham Road intersectton to the
loop raad  The inikal infrasiructure, including surface parking,
and the physical plant facility will complete the establishouent of
the campus wath 284,150 gross square feet
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Lecture/Semunars

Activity Laboratones

Craduate Rosearch Laboralunes
Shops/Storage /Non-Capacity Space
Scll-instruction Compuler Lab

LABORATORY

Laboralornes

Graduate Research Laboralones
Shops/Storage /Mon-Capaaty Space
Self Instruction Computer Lab

COMMONS

PHYSICAL PLANT/CORPORATION YARD

Total Phase 1

Phase One of the San Marcos Campus The Permanent Off-Campu.g Center unth 2,700
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DISPLAY 5 Phase Two of the San Marcos Campus The Full-Service Campus at 5,000 Full-Tume-

Phase Two

Equivalent Students

Phasc il 15 based on a full-sermace campus accommodaning 5,000
FTE in 1985 Add | acad and lab y buildings. an
wndependent bbrary bulding, student umon, performing arks,
physical educanon including 2 portion of the playgrounds) « hild
care, infrastructure, physical plant sxpansion and possibly the lirst
ol ancampus h g Surface pariung will be cx
panded. Phase Il will add 788,640 gross square feet to the cumpus

Reallocabon of space wathun exsang Innal Fachty

B‘il

Admunsstrateon /Student Seraces 60,000
Facuity Officas 52,550
Student Hesith 18000
Computer Center 13,500
PHASE 2 FACILITIES
ACADEMIC

gl
Lecture/ Activity Laboratones/ 140,000
MNon-Capaaty Space
Self-Instruction Computer Lab 8840
Faculry Ofhces /Instructional Support 5100

LABORATORY

Laboratones/Lecture/Mon-Capacity Space
Self Instruchion Computer Lab

Faculty Offices /Instructional Support
Library (ncludes 49 150 gsf relocated
from Phase 1)

Student Umon

Perfarmng Arts

Physcal Educabon

Chuld Care

Physical Plary

Housing
Darmitones

Apartments

Total Phase 2

Cumulabve Total Phases 1 and 2

January 23, 1989, Draft / 15
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stadinic pndl balsorsiory space and expansion of the Wirary,
studanit undan, physical sducation and chikd care buildings A new Laboratories/ Lactura/Non-Caparity Space 183,000
studeni haalth building will be estahinhed and on-campus
housing will significently incrasse. Infrastructurs and physical Self-Insiruction Computer Lab 18,300
plant will contims development, and structured parkang may be
initinted. The carnpus will grow an scditiansl 1,316,000 grose Faculty Offices /Instractional Support 41,500
g fast.
Library 0 00
Reallocabon of within lrunal Faciht Student Uman .00
space axishing lra ¥ o
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Stucent Health (uchudes 18,000 guf 000
Adzunistration /Stodent Servicss 120,000 relocated (rom Phase 2)
Compuier Canler 15,500 Physical Flant 17,500
Faculty Otfics 10,550
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PHASE 3 FACILITIES Donmitaries 100,000
ACADEMIC gt Apartments 250,000
Lecture/ Actinity Laboratories / 367,000
Nm&pun‘;lgpau = Total Phase 3 1,316,000
~Instruc| a0
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Faculty Offices /Inatructional Support 63,000
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DISPLAY 7 Phase Four of the San Marcos Campus: Full Buildout to the Master Plan Limut of 25,000

Phase Four

Full-Time-Equivalent Students

Fhase [V wil} date the ultimate planned studeat growth

F L1
of 25,000 FTE 1n 2005 Academic, laboratory and faculty otfces
will have new iacilitles, the library will double lis space, and the
student union, chuld care, student health, performing aris, physical
plaat and housing will roceive addibons.

Phase IV antiapates the establish of a fine sris theatrg, athletc
complex, sports arena and public safety builtding. Phase IV wll
provids 1,449,500 gross feet of addibonal space.

Raalioration of space withun exsheg Iratial Facality
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Computer Center 15,500
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DISPLAY 8 Trustees’ Phase One Capttal Ouilay Request for the Permanent Off-Campus Center
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Budget Year
Project 1987.88 198889 198%-90 1990-91 199192 Total
Land Acquisiion 910,600,000 4 $10,600,000
Master Planning $100,000 p 100,000
Infrastructure/Site Development 9,784,000 wc 9,784,000
Physical Plant/Corporation Yard 95,000 rw $1,450,000 ¢ $100,000 1,645,000
Imtial Faeility 868,000 rw 16,901,000 c 2761000 20,530,000
Academic Building I 331,000 ¢ 15,603,000 wc 3,758,000E 19,692,000
Total $10,600,000 $11,178,000  $33,954,000 50 §6,619,000  §62,351,000

A Acquisition

P Prehminary Plans
w Working Drawings
C Construction

E Equipmest

Soorce Cahforma State Univermity Capntal Ovutlay Program, 1989-90
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Criteria for reviewing new campuses

Asg noted in Part One, the Commission approved 1its
Guidelines and Procedures for the Review of New
Campuses and Off-Campus Centers 1n 1975 and re-
vised them 1n 1978 and 1282 These gudelines 1n-
clude 12 criteria -- eight of which apply to the State
University -- that collectively constitute a test for
any new campus's viability for a foreseeable future
that usually extends for 20 years into the future, or
approximately to the year 2010 The eight criteria
that are italicized below are reproduced later in this
section of the report, but the Commission lists all 12
here for the purpose of presenting an overall context
for this analysis

I Enrollment projections should be suffictent
to justify the establishment of the campus
For the proposed new campus, and for each
of the existing campuses tn the district or
system, enrollment projections for each of
the first ten years of operation, and for the
fifteenth and twentieth years, must be pro-
vided For an existing campus, all previous
enrollment experience must also be provid-
ed Department of Finance enroliment pro-
Jections must be included in any needs
study

2 Alternaties to establishing a campus must
be considered These alternatives must in-
clude (1) the possibility of establishing an
off-campus center instead of a campus, (2)
the expanston of existing campuses, and (3)
the increased utilization of existing cam-
puses

3 Other segments, institutions, and the com-
munty in which the campus 15 to be located
must be consulted during the planning
process for the new campus Strong local or
regional interest n the proposed campus
must be demonsirated

4 Statewide enrollment projected for the
University of California should exceed the

Analysis of the Proposal

planned enrollment capacity of existing
University campuses If statewide enroll-
ment does not exceed the planned enroll-
ment capacity for the system, compelling
statewide needs for the establishment of
the new campus must be demonstrated

Projected statewtde enrollment demand on
the California State Universily system
should exceed the planned enroliment capa-
city of existing State University campuses
If statewrde enrollment does not exceed the
planned enrollment capacity for the system,
compelling regronal needs must be demons-
trated

Projected enrollment demand on a commu-
ruty college district should exceed the plan-
ned enrollment capacity of existing district
campuses If district enrollment does not
exceed the planned enrollment capacity of
existing district campuses, compelling
local needs must be demonstrated

The establishment of a new Unwersity of
California or California State Unwversity
campus must lake into consideration exist-
tng and projected enroliments n the neigh-
boring institutions of its own and of other
segments

The establishment of a new community
college campus must not reduce existing
and projected enrollments 1n adjacent com-
mumnty eolleges -- either within the district
proposing the new campus or 1n adjacent
districts -- to a level that will damage their
economy of operation, or create excess en-
rollment capacity at these institutions, or
lead to an unnecessary duplication of pro-
grams

Enrollments projected for community col-
lege campuses must be within a reasonable
commuting time of the campus and should
exceed the mimmum size for a community
college district established by legislation

19



(1,000 units of average daily attendance
[ADA] two years after opening)

10 The programs projected for the new campus
must be described and justified

11. The characteristics (physical, social, demo-
graphuc, etc ) of the location proposed for
the new campus must be included

12 The campus must facilitate access for the
economically, educationally, and socially
disadvantaged

On the following pages, the eight relevant criteria
are discussed at some length In two cases, criteria
relating to similar subjects are considered together
-- the first and fifth, since they relate to the process
of determining enrollment projections, and the third
and seventh, since both relate to the possibility of
conflict or duplication with neighboring institutions
or with the community Accordingly, the following
discussion 1s divided into six general headings, plus
a seventh to consider the question of whether the
new campus should be called a “college” or a "uni-
versity ”

Adequate enrollment projections

Commussion Criterion 1 Enrollment projections
should be sufficient to justify the establishment of the
campus For the proposed new campus, and for each
of the existing campuses in the district or system,
enrollment projections for each of the first ten years of
operation, and for the fifteenth and twentieth years,
must be provided For an existing campus, all previ-
ous enrollment experience must also be provided De-
partment of Finance enrollment projections must be
included in any needs study

Commuission Criterion 5 Projected statewrde enroll-
ment demand on the California Staie Untersity sys-
tem should exceed the planned enrollment capacity of
existing State Untversity campuses If stateunde en-
rollment does not exceed the planned enrollment ca-
pacity of the system, compelling regional needs must
be demonstrated

At least 1n part, the Legislature has long regarded

the Califorma State University as a statewide sys-
tem of higher education Established legislative

20

policy, as embodied 1n various Education Code sec-
tions, provides that all eligible resident students
should be admitted to one of Califernia’s three
systems of public higher education This policy has
led to the practice of redirection, where a student de-
nied admission to the campus of first choice has the
option of being redirected to another campus where
space 18 available At the same time, however, 1t is
clear that most students who attend the State Umi-
versity prefer to attend campuses in the general
proximity of their homes, as indicated in Display 9
on the opposite page That display indicates that,
systemwide, 58 3 percent of all California resident
students attend campuses in the same county in
which they hive, with many more attending from 1m-
mediately adjacent counties This seeming anomaly
has long been recognized by the Commission, and led
to the statement contained in the Guidelines and
Procedures that “The California State University
plans and develops 1ts campuses on the basis of state-
wide needs and special regional considerations”
(Appendix A, p 5) That statement 1s of crucial 1m-
portance to the proposal to convert the San Marcos
Center to a full-service campus, since the need for
this new campus has been justified primarily on re-
gional considerations

The Population Research Unit of the Department of
Finance is the agency responsible for determining
statewide and county population projections, as well
as enrollment projections for each of the three public
segments of Califermia higher educatton For many
years, that agency has published both official census
data and Californmia population projections, and
these indicate that California has not only grown
rapidly 1n the past, but that growth 1s anticipated to
continue 1n the future Display 10 at the right shows
population growth patterns since 1940

The Population Research Unit also provides state-
wide population projections by age, sex, and ethnict-
ty, as shown in Display 11 on page 22 These projec-
tions indicate a total population growth between
1980 and 2020 of 13 1 million people, a figure that
differs somewhat from another report from the same
agency that indicates total growth of 15 8 million
(Department of Finance report Nos 86-P-4 and 86-P-
3, respectively) Regardless of which report 15 used,
however, 1t 18 clear that Califormia will experience
dramatic population growth in the next 30 to 40
years, growth that will undoubtedly place consider-



DISPLAY 9 Number and Percent of Students Attending a California State University Campus tn
Their County of Residence, Fall 1987

Number of Number of Percent of
Students from Students From Total Students From
Year Home County Outade County Students Home County

Bakersfield 3,636 617 4,253 85.5%
Chico 3370 11,181 14,551 23.2
Dominguez Hills 6,752 163 6,915 9716
Fresno 9,561 6,699 16,260 588
Fullerton 13,598 7357 20,955 649
Hayward 6,844 4,181 11,025 62.1
Humboldt 2,104 3,751 5,855 359
Long Beach 16,814 13,167 29,981 56.1
Los Angeles 14,267 608 14,875 959
Northridge 20,596 4.443 25,039 823
Pomona 8275 6,263 14,538 56.9
Sacramento 11,003 11,158 22,251 499
San Bernardino 4,963 2,633 7,596 653
San Dicgo 18,392 13,644 32,036 574
San Francisco 8,957 12,145 21,102 424
San Jose 15070 7471 22,541 669
San Luis Obispo 2359 12,608 14,967 158
Sonoma 2,886 2833 5,719 50.5
Stanislaus 2348 2,119 4,467 526
Totais 171,885 123,041 294,926 583%

Source: Cabforna State Unversity, Divimon of Analytcal Studies, Report No B, May 1988

DISPLAY 10 Actual and Projected California Population, 1940 to 2020

Growth From Annual Compound Rate of Change

Previous From From From From From
Year Population Penod 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980
1940 6,907,387
1950 10,586,223 3,678,836 436%
1960 15,717,204 5,130,981 420 403%
1970 19,971,069 4,253,865 3.60 in 242%
1980 23,667,902 3,656,833 313 2 2.07 1.71%
1990 27,989,549 4321647 284 2.46 194 170 169%
2000 31,413,805 3,424 256 256 220 175 152 143
2010 34,247,822 2,834,017 231 198 1.57 136 124
2020 36,861,443 2,613,621 212 180 1.43 123 111

Source Department of Pinance, Report Nos, 86-P-3 and 86-P-4



DISPLAY 11  Statewide Population Projections by Age, Sex, and Ethrucity, 1980 to 2020

Year/Age Aman/ Year/Age Aswan/

Group Whute Black Hispamic  Other Total Group White Black Hispamic  Other Toral
1980 2000

0-14 281353 473,118 1486577 384453 5178501 0-14 2706853 592,785 2329339 823,720 6,452,697
15-19 1,309994 197886  S00,359 143,752 2,151,991  15-19 1,059,526 224977 805245 332,787 2422535
20-24 1481617 199491 539,788 161,760 2,382,656  20-24 992,021 210652 752,027 272,141 2226841
25-34 2764033 314509 817846 322074 4218462 25-34 2,031,844 412852 1,232276 527,665 4,204,637
3549 2761314 292340 654,955 292588 4,001,197 3549 4,161,301 586,814 1,795,037 860,938 7,404,090
50-64 2647211 200008 383,779 180,260 3411258 S04 3090640 286923 896275 550,03 4824541
65+ 2034719 114375 180424 97272 2426790 65+ 280193 171592 554,143 350,793 D3.B78.464

Subtotsl  ISEBZAL LIVETE? 4563728 LERZLSD 23770455  Subtotal 16544121 2486555 BJ64342 378 M7 31413805

1985 2008

0-14 2811409 501,188 1,793,566 556,004 5,662,167 0-14 2583437 599,316 2341669 880359 6,404,781
15-19 1,102,004 189422 508,48 150,760 198023  15-19 1,010,773 228335 879,687 309293 2428,088
2024 1,408,775 129765 S8SA07 211,035 2434986 20-24 1,132,013 255046 888,127 379830 2,655,016

25-34 2804580 371682 1048080 416090 4640432 25-H 1,852,420 403,169 1,385,668 548,732 4,18998%
3549 3269840 342857 860,288 443,040 4916025 3549 3809923 625344 1,891,231 888,046 721454
S0-64 2588414 214,683 485931 257,939 3546967  50-64 3594871 350270 1210560 719,096 5,874,797
65+ 2311208 134,505 232,034 139,032 281679 65+ 2797782 181,964 659877 430,986 4,070,609

Subiotal 15296230 1964106 5513354 2203500 25997590  Subtotal 16781219 2643444 9256819 4156342 22837824

1990 210

0-14 2874098 551515 2,081,627 681891 65,189,131 O-14 2539,181 600056 2362532 919408 6,421,177
15-19 920650 170974 572,010 203861 1867495 1519 02879 236512 873622 329,158 2,368,071
20-24 1,174,445 210695 SM,742 229,085 12,188,967 20-M 1068760 253329 960,146  M7012 2,629,247

5-4 25842 437369 1188083 482573 4853867 25-M 2003597 473402 1,639,165 676836 4,793,000
549 3820743 412777 L172603 616732 6022855 3549 3345859 616250 1,937,933 904,650 6,804,692
50-64 2450476 223919 STASTT 3004 3157027  50-64 3881435 430913 157,701 B64,728 6742777
65+ 2616467 151415 328,759 200,517 3296958 65+ 2928779 202696 816407 515976 4483858

Subtotal 16602731 1358564 G410 236463 27589548  Subwotsl 16,696,390 2813158 18,160,506 4.577,768 3447802

1995 20

0-14 2,898,041 595884 2294348 804,676 6,592,949  0-14 2,607,131 663,255 2,567,199 1,00743% 6,845,024
15-1% 933,926 189021 680872 234,369 2038188 1519 859,707 236498 875262 358873 2,330,340
20-24 992,720 197939 650412 250848 2091919 20-24 932,926 242,177 912207 369,754 2457064
25- 2433937 436447 1,178832 511617 4560833 25 1,945,609 532,M6 191824 733,110 5,129,289
3549 4,148,139 501,592 1,530,782 TM621 6951,134 3549 2899238 644,189 2383696 1,047,044 6,974,167
50-64 2,600,754 245312 688,047 404,14 3938247 50-64 3535859 5392% 1915506 958316 6,997
65+ 2,778,699 161239 43507 27,175 3646191 65+ 3642462 288409 1357617  B8T.086 6,175,574

Sublotal 15786216 2337434 TASE37L 347440 29819461  Subtotal 16423932 36168 11929711 5,361,621 36861433

Source.  Department of Finance, Report No 85-P4
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able enrollment pressure on existing higher educa-
tion institutions

Also of interest, as Displays 12 through 24 show, is
the demographic makeup of the population Dis-
plays 12 and 13 on the next page show that most of
the population growth will oceur among the young-
est and oldest groups in the population, with those 1n
the 15 to 34 year groups growing the slowest Dhs-
plays 14 and 15 on page 25 show population and
growth by ethnicity, and Display 16 on page 26
shows the total population from 1980 to 2020 array-
ed by ethnic percentages Although the 15- to 34-
year age groups are growing the slowest, 1t 15 antici-
pated that they will increase in number by over one
rmulhon people, and that that increase alone will ne-
cessitate the expansion of higher education facili-
ties

The Department of Finance also provides enroll-
ment projections for all three segments of California
higher education, those for the State University are
shown 1n Diaplay 17 on page 27 and indicate enroll-
ment growth of 115,824 headcount students between
Fall 1987 and Fall 2010 -- a number that should
translate to approximately 91,000 full-time-equiva-
lent students when current average course loads are
applied to the headcount projection Arguably, the
participation rates could decline, since over half of
the population growth between 1980 and 2020 oc-
curs among Hispanics, whe have traditionally par-
ticipated at lower rates than most other racial or
ethnic groups, but this could be offset not only by
greater Asian participation, but alsc by the continu-
ation and inereased suecess of a number of programs
designed to expand Hispanic enrollment in higher
education institutions Accordingly, 1t may not be
necessary to make participation rate adjustments

About four-fifths of the new enrollments are expect-
ed to occur at the undergraduate level

The existing physical capacity of the State Univer-
sity system is shown 1n Display 18 on page 28, pro-
Jected to the 1994-95 acadermic year For this final
year of the projection, Display 19 on page 29 indi-
cates that on-campus capacity 1s expected to reach
252,283 full-time-equivalent students -- a number
that compares to projected on-campus enrollment in
the same year of 246,604 When enrollments are
added for off-campus centers and course work that
does not require capacity space, such as student
teaching, the total 1994-95 capacity of the system
increases to the 270,336 full-time-equivalent stu-

dents shown 1n the display -- a number that com-
pares to projected budgeted enroilments in the same
year of 270,350 full-time-equivalent students, as
both Displays 18 and 19 indicate

California’s challenge aver the next 20 years will be
to find space to accommodate the anticipated enroll-
ment growth of 91,000 full-time-equivalent stu-
dents Clearly, this can be accomplished 1n a num-
ber of ways, including building additional space on
existing campuses, adding off-campus centers to
meet needs at the upper-division and graduate lev-
els, building new campuses, or some combination of
all of these approaches Concerning the expansion of
existing campuses, 1t 1S necessary to examine the
master plan limits set by the Trustees, also shown 1n
Display 19 The data indicate that, if every campus
in the system reached its master plan limit, suffi-
cient space could be constructed to provide for all but
2,030 full-time-equivalent students of those antici-
pated by 2010 From this, 1t might be concluded that
additional campuses will not be necessary, at least
prior to the second decade of the twenty-first cen-
tury

For varwous reasons, such an approach 13 probably
not practical, principally because it 1s never possible
to create an exact concordance between campus size
and student demand 1n a segment with strong re-
gonal characteristics According to the State Uni-
versity’'s 1988-89 projection contained 1n 1its feasibl-
ity study (1988, p 20), several campuses within the
system are currently underenrolled by several hun-
dred or even several thousand full-time-equivalent
students These include Dominguez Hills with 1,451
fewer students than 1ts hsted capacity, Hayward
with 4,102 fewer, Humboldt with 1,080, Los Angeles
with 6,874, Sonoma with 1,376, and Stanislaus with
278 Others are 1mpacted 1n that they have more
students than capacity, including Chico with 985
more students than facilities, Fresno with 1,597,
Fullerton with 2,184, Long Beach with 2,203, North-
ridge with 2,273, Pomona with 1,261, Sacramento
with 1,948, San Bernardino with 2,107, San Diego
with 650, San Francisco with 1,677, and San Lus
Obispo with 553 Three of these campuses -- Chico,
San Diego, and San Luis Obispo -- have reached
their master plan limits, and San Franeisco 1s within
900 full-time-equivalent students of 1ts limit (1bid)

These data indicate that expanding campuses does
not provide a complete solution to the problem of
finding room for the students projected to be 1n need
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DISPLAY 12 Califormia Population by Age Group, 1980 to 2020
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DISPLAY 13 California Population Growth by Age Group, 1980 to 2020
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DISPLAY 14 California Population by Ethncity, 1980 to 2020
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of edueational services by the year 2010 To be sure,
additional facilities will have to be built on over-
enrolled eampuses, provided they are not already at
their master plan limits, but 1t 13 equally clear that
adding facilities to currently underenrolled cam-
puses will do nothing to alleviate future congestion,
since studentis are apparently unwilling or unable to
attend certain State University campuses where
space is available Unless students are given the re-
strictive option of attending unpopular campuses or
not attending at all, 1t is unlikely that the imbalance
of enrollments and facilities will soon be corrected,
and the State has shown little wallingness to pursue
such a policy 1n the past Finally, even 1f additional
capaclty were constructed on existing campuses, the
overall cost would probably differ only marginally
from that invoived in constructing buildings on a
new site The difference would be found 1n the cost of
the land, some additional infrastructure, and admin-
1strative facilities

Given this combination of factors, the existing State
policy of treating the State University as both a
statewide and a regional system, the continued

of California Population by Ethnicity, 1980 to 2020

IR

B Hispanic

B Asan/Other

growth in Califorma’s population, and the fact that
that growth 15 unevenly distributed across the State,
1t is necessary to consider the specifics of the north-
ern San Diego County region, for it is one of the
areas where the growth imbalance 15 most 1n evi-
dence In the Commission’s previous reports on the
San Marcos project (19872 and 1987b), 1t examined
this area 1n considerable depth, making extensive
use of the population projections developed by the
Department of Finance for all of San Diego County,
and by the San Diego Association of Governments
(saNDAG) and Tadlock and Associates -- the State
Umniversity’s consultants -- for the northern part of
the county 1n particular

The SANDAG projections were compiled 1n the “Series
6” forecast, which indicated total growth 1n the north
county region between 1985 and 2000 of 414,000 peo-
ple Tadlock developed 1ts own assumptions to ex-
tend this projection to 2010, which produced a 25-
year projection of 828,000 These gross totals were
then arrayed by age group, and resulted 1n a Tadlock
estimate that by 2010, space would be needed for
21,400 headcount students beyond the master plan



DISPLAY 17 Department of Finance Enrollment History and Projections for the Californie State
Unwersity, 1977 to 2010

Total Total Total Grand Total
Fall Under- Anpual Growth Total Annual Growth Total Annual Growth
History  graduate  Growth Since 1977 Graduate  Growth  Since 1977 Enrollment Growth  Since 1977

1977 239,892 72,488 312,380

1978 238,260 -1,632 -1,632 67915 4573 4,573 306,175 6,205 -6.205
1979 240,884 2,624 992 65,917 -1,998 -6,571 306,801 626 S5
1980 246,848 5,564 6,956 67,002 1,085 -5,486 313,850 7,049 1470
1981 251,552 4,704 11,660 68,013 1,011 -4475 319,565 5,715 7,185
1582 251,137 -415 11,245 64,677 -3,336 -7.811 315814 -3,751 3434
1983 253,723 2,586 13,831 60,177 -4,500 -12,311 313,900 -1914 1,520
1984 256,839 3,116 16,947 59,166 -1,011 -13,322 316,005 2,105 3,625
1985 262,759 5920 22,867 61,867 2,701 -10,621 324,626 8,621 12,246
1986 266,729 3970 26,837 66,695 4828 -5,793 333424 B,798 21,044
1987 273987 7,258 M,095 68,789 2094 -3,699 MM277% 9,352 30,396
1988 280,800 6,813 40,908 70,900 2,111 -1,588 351,700 8,924 39,320
198% 285,700 4,500 45,808 72,700 1,200 212 358,400 6,700 46,020
1950 284,800 =900 44,908 74,000 1,300 1512 358,800 400 46,420
1991 283,700 -1,100 43,808 74,300 300 1,812 358,000 -800 45,620
1992 281,400 -2,300 41,508 74,500 200 2,012 355,900 -2,100 43,520
1993 280,200 -1,200 40,308 74,500 0 2,012 354,700 -1,200 42,320
1954 280400 200 40508 74,800 300 2,312 355,200 500 42,820
1995 280,600 200 40,708 75,200 400 2,712 355,800 600 43,420
1996 281,300 00 41,408 75,800 600 3312 357,100 1,300 44,720
1997 225,000 3,700 45,108 76,300 500 312 361,300 4,200 48,920
1998 291,900 6,900 52,008 76,800 500 4,312 368,700 7400 56,320
1599 301,300 9,400 61,408 77,200 400 4,712 378,500 9,800 66,120
2000 310,300 9,000 70,408 77,800 600 3312 388,100 9,600 75,720
2001 318,600 8,300 78,708 78,600 800 6,112 397,200 9,100 84,820
2002 326,700 8,100 86,308 79,700 1,100 7,212 406,400 9,200 94,020
2603 336,200 9.500 96,308 80,900 1,200 8412 417,100 10,700 104,720
2004 345,500 9,300 105,608 82200 1,300 9,712 427,700 10,600 115,320
2005 352,300 6,800 112,408 83,600 1,400 11,112 435,900 8,200 123,520
2006 357,000 4,700 117,108 85,200 1,600 12,712 442,200 6,300 129,820
2007 361,100 4,100 121,208 86,900 1,700 14,412 448,000 5,800 135,620
2008 364,400 3,300 124,508 88,500 1600 16.012 452,900 4,900 140,520
2009 366,800 2400 126,908 90,000 1,500 17512 456,800 3,900 144,420
2010 367,200 400 127,308 91,400 1400 18 912 458,600 1,800 146,220

Source Depariment of Finance, 1988 Caltfornia State Unrversity Enrollment Projection



DISPLAY 18 Campus Capacity Figures, 1987-88 to 1994-95

Campus 198783 198889 198990
Bakersficld (7.296) 3,239 1339 3,506
Chico (74%) 12515 12515 11,632
Dommguez Hills (8.4%) 7.306 7,306 6,354
Fresno (73%) 12,857 13,803 13467
Fullerton (4.8%) 14,459 14,716 15,046
Hayward (6.8%) 12,127 12,127 12,175
Humboldt (12.2%) 6,830 6,830 6,926
Long Beach (5.79%) 20777 1397 207
Los Angeles (7 4%) 20424 20424 17,987
Northndge (55%) 18,202 18,363 17,363
Pomona (4.1%%) 12,860 12,889 12,839
Sacramento (6.9%) 16,302 16,302 16,008
San Bernardino (7 39%) 43713 4373 4,356
San Dicgo (5.9%) 24017 24,350 24,08
San Franmisco (7 1%) 17,461 17,461 16,991
San Jose (6.6%) 19,337 19928 19,928
San Luwis Obwuspo (6.5%) 13,747 13,747 13,132
Scnoma (11.5%) 597% 5,976 6,095
Stamslaus (9.4%) 3834 3,834 3,748
Total 246743 249,680 242851

1990-91 199192  1992-93  1993-04  1994-95
3506 3,506 342 5% 4,427
11,672 12,435 12,533 12,533 12,533
6354 6354 6,354 6354 6354
14,156 14,468 15,894 16,137 16,137
15,046 15,046 17,069 17,069 17,349
12,175 12,175 12,175 12,175 12,175
6,926 6,926 6,957 6,957 6,957
22,403 22,864 22,997 2,997 2,997
17,825 17,403 16,773 16,773 16,773
17,363 17432 21,652 21,652 21,687
12839 14,067 14,067 15415 15415
19,192 19,192 19,724 19,704 19,704
7073 7073 9,416 83 10,166
24,910 24,109 3,917 24,733 23,588
16,991 17,082 19271 19558 19,558
20,683 20,683 20,683 20,683 20,683
13,138 13,735 13,735 13,990 13,990
6,095 6,095 6,095 6,095 6,095
3,748 3,748 3148 3748 3,748
2,095 254093 266802 268489 270336

Source Califorma State University, 1988

limitation established by the State University Trus-
tees for San Diego State University At present,
SANDAG is in the process of updating 1ts projections
into the "Series 7" forecast, and while 1t has not com-
piled its new numbers by age group, which is essen-
t1al to produce specafic enroliment projections, it has
published data for vanous subregional areas that
can be compared to the earlier data contained in the
Commuission's first report. A comparison of the two
forecasts is shown in Display 20 on page 30

The preliminary Series 7 projection for San Diego
County shows an estimated 2010 population of
3,154,195, with growth from 1986 projected at
988,801 This is approximately comparable to
Tadlock’s estimate of 828,000, using a 1985 baseline,
and shows even more rapid growth than originally
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estimated In the areas of primary concern to the
San Marcos project -- the North City, North County
East, and North County West subregional areas -
the Series 7 report indicates that about two-thirds of
the county's growth will eecur 1n these three regions,
and that the North City area 1n particular will grow
at a rate substantially greater than indicated in the
earlier projection These areas are shown in Display
21 on page 31 Unfortunately, as indicated above,
the newer data are not yet delineated by age group,
and it 15 therefore impossible to determine 1If the
additional growth will occur 1n the primary college-
going age groups, consequently, 1t 13 not possible to
use them for the enrollment projections It is pos-
sible to state, however, that the enrollment pro-
jections presented in this report, to the degree that



DISPLAY 19 California State University 1994-95 Lecture/Laboratory Capacity Compared to Full-Time-
Equivalent Enrollment Allocations and Master Plan Limuis

Lecture/lab Total Campus

Capacity Capacity
Campus 1984-85 1994.95
Bakersfield 4,108 4,427
Chico 11,606 12,533
Dominguez Hills 5821 6,354
Fregno 14,959 16,137
Fullerton 16,516 17,349
Hayward 11,348 12,175
Humboldt 6,108 6,957
Long Beach 21,686 22,997
Los Angeles 15532 16,773
Northndge 20,494 21,687
Pomona 14,783 15,415
Sacramento 18,344 19,74
San Bernardino 9424 10,166
San Diego 22,196 23,588
San Francisco 18,169 19,558
San Jose 19,318 20,683
San Luis Obispo 13,081 13,950
Sonoma 5394 6,095
Stanislaus 3,39 3,748
Totals 252,283 270,336

Off-Campus Centers

Source Califorma State University, 1983
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they are specifically dependent on population projec-
tions, could be conservative

The Commission's earlier reports projected enroll-
ments by using age-specific participation rates de-
rived from the actual experience at five of the sys-
tem’s smallest campuses (The Dominguez Hills cam-
pus was not considered since its participation rate
could not be separated from the other four campuses
in Los Angeles County ) These participation rates
were then applied to the population projections for
the north county service area The State University
found this approach to be reasonable and continued
it 1n 1ts own report, as did the Population Research
Unit of the Department of Finance Displays 22 and

Potential
Budgeted Master Additional
AY FTE Plan On-Campus
1994-95 Celling Space
4,400 12,000 7,600
13,700 14,000 300
5,400 20,000 14,600
16,900 20,000 3,100
17,500 20,000 2,500
7,830 18,000 10,170
5,800 10,000 4,200
23,600 25,000 1,400
13,600 25,000 11,400
21,700 25,000 3,300
15,300 20,000 4,700
19,850 25,000 5,150
9,750 12 000 2,250
25,000 25,000 (]
19,200 20,000 800
20,000 25,000 5,000
15,000 15,000 0
5,100 10,000 4,900
4,400 12,000 7,600
264,030 353,000 88,970
5420

23 on page 32 show the results as presented 1n the
State University's report

Display 22 shows population figures from the five
counties 1 which the small campuses are located,
with all campuses having the same name as the
counties except for CSU Bakersfield, which is located
in Kern County The counties are Humboldt, Kern,
San Bernardino, Sonoma, and Stamslaus Display
23 contains enrollments by level for these campuses,
compares them to the population totals derived from
Display 22, and shows the resultant participation
rates The enrollments shown are all local, with ad-
ditions for resident aliens and refugees

Display 24 on page 33 shows the State University's

29



DISPLAY 20 Comparison of "Series 8" and "Series 7° Forecasts by the San Diego Association

of Governmends .
Major -
Statiatical 1985 1986 1990 1995
Ares Series 6 Senes 7 Senes 6 Senes 7 Series 6 Series 7 Seres 6  Sencs 7
Central 536450 N/A N/A 548,72 521917 N/A 526,298 559,089
North City 489985 N/A N/A 509,961 549,835 N/A 597891 658,798
South Suburban 214708 N/A  N/A 223625 27,442 N/A 303,257 264,075
East Suburban 37298 N/A N/A 385934 412,035 N/A 441,547 443,503
North County West 231,646 N/A N/A 248370 278843 N/A 320,357 325913
North County East 222,186 N/A N/A 232921 283,228 N/A 318385 315845
East County 15412 N/A N/A 16,156 17,800 N/A 19,100 17,911
_}3._!132 Iotnl 2,083,373 N/A  N/A 2,165489 2,335,100 N[A 2,526,835 2,585,134
Major Senes 6 Senies 7 Series 7
Statistical 2000 2010 Growth Growth Growth
Area Series 6  Sertes 7 Sernies 6 Senes 7 1985-2000 1986-2000 1986-2010
Central 527,001 573,177 N/A 596,221 -9,449 24,455 47,499
North City 646,888 714,831 N/A 804,167 156,903 204,870 294,206
South Suburban 334,327 293,146 N/A 364,597 119,619 69,521 140,972
East Suburban 464,908 473,367 N/A 529,003 91,922 87,433 143,069
North County West 358,425 358497 N/A 419992 126,779 110,127 171,622
North County East 347,116 352,408 N/A 419910 124,930 119,487 186,989
East County 20,500 18,769 N/A 20,600 5,088 2,613 4,444
County Total 2,699,1652,784,195 N/A 3,154,490 615792 618,506 988,301

Source. San Dwego Assoastion of Governments, Senies € and Senes 7 (Prelimunary) Forecasts

b —_————

mitial enrollment projection, which applies the par-
ticipation rates derived in Dhisplay 23 to the SANDAG
population projections contained 1n the Series 6 fore-
cast It indicates a 1995 local enrollment of 5,855
headcount students and a year 2000 headcount en-
rollment of 6,199 In the Commission’s earlier re-
port on the North County Center, a factor was added
to account for students likely to attend from outside
the county This was 5 percent 1n 1990, 10 percent 1n
1995, and 15 percent 1n 2000 With the exception of
the Bakersfield, Dominguez Halls, and Los Angeles
campuses, where over 80 percent of the students are
local residents, these percentages were substantially
below the experience of campuses throughout the
system (40 4 percent out of county) They were also
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below the average for the five small campuses used
to derive appropriate participation rates (43 9 per-
cent) Display 25 on page 34 shows the figures for
Fall 1987 They were nevertheless chosen for the
North County Center since 1t was clear from experi-
ence with other centers that the overwhelming ma-
Jority of students 1n attendance at those centers were
loeal When projecting for a full campus, however, 1t
should be assumed that the existence of that campus
will become more widely known throughout the
State and that the number of out-of-county students
will increase accordingly Adding the non-local en-
rollment factor increases headcount enrollment to
6,652 1n 1995 and 7,293 1n the year 2000



DISPLAY 21 Map of Northern San Diego County, Showing Primary Service Areas for the Proposed
San Marcos Campus
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DISPLAY 22

1987 Population and Participation Rate Figures

1987 Population by County

Age Group Kern Humboldt San Bernardino Sonoma Stamislaus Total

15-19 38,373 24,356 25,203 8,427 94,122 190,481
20-24 42,652 26,303 27,934 10,805 102,275 209,969
25-29 45,531 26,730 26,919 8,146 101,316 208,642
30-34 491 26,800 30,234 11,404 106,444 219,823
35 and Over 201,732 136,805 168,910 52,108 468,453 1,028,008
Total 373,229 240,994 279,200 90,890 §72,610 1,856,923

Source. Department of Finance, Report No 86-P-3

DISPLAY 23 Fiwe Couniy Populuiion for 1987, with Enroliments at Applicable Campuses, and
Participation Rates by Age and Level of Insiruction

Lower Upper Lower Div Upper Div Graduate
: Dmvigoa Diviaion Graduate Partici- Partic- Particr
Age Cohort  Population Enrcliment Enrollment Enroliment pation Rate pation Rate pation Rate
15-19 190,481 1,708 12 0 000896677 000006300 000000000
20-24 209,969 1,343 2,868 395 000639618 001365916 000138123
25-29 208,642 327 1,664 1,107 000156728 000797538 000530574
30-34 219,823 249 1,324 1,119 000113273 000602303 000509046
35+ 1,028,008 368 2,009 2,549 000035797 000195426 000247955
Total/Net 1,856,923 3,995 7877 5170 0.00215141 0.00424196 0.00278413

Source. Dhsplay 21 and Californis State Unvermity, 1988

The final steps 1n deriving the enrollment projec-
tions 1nclude two conversions -- the first from head-
count to full-time-equivalent (FTE) students, and the
second from fall term FTE to academic year FTE, for 1t
15 the latter that drives budgetary appropriations
The first conversion was based on an assumed umt
load of 12 5 units per headcount student at the lower
division level, 11 61 for upper division, and 7 94 for
graduate These numbers were systemwide aver-
ages for Fall 1987 Conversion from Fall 1987 to
academic year 1987-88 required the application of a
98 percent factor, also the systemwide average

The most difficult assumption underlying this pro-
Jection concerned the estimate for non-local atten-

dance. As noted above, the assumption of between 5
and 15 percent 1s considerably below systemwide
norms, but the State University offered the reason-
able assumption that some time would be requured
for the full-service ecampus to establish its reputation
and consequently draw more students from outside
of the immediate service area This recognition was
presumed to occur gradually and was fully incor-
porated into the projection as of the year 2000, when
1t was estimated that local attendance would equal
the percentage for San Diego State Unmiversity and
¢su, Fullerton, measured at 37 percent 1n Fall 1986
Using 1987 figures, this percentage 1s 39 4 percent,
very close to the systemwide average of 40 4 percent
and the five small campus average of 43 9 percent
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DISPLAY 25 Origin of Students Attending California State U niversily Campuses, with Detail for Five
Small Campuses, Fall 1987

——

! ) Adjasted -
o Local Local Cali- Local as

Atien- Atten- Other fornia Other Foreign  Grand Percent of
Campus dance dance Counties Total States Countries  Total Total

Bakersfield 3,636 3831 617 4,253 s 52 4,642 82.5%
Chico 3,370 3,697 11,181 14,551 102 781 15434 40
Dominguez Hills 6,752 1357 163 6,915 %4 860 7.869 935
Fresno 9,561 10,487 6,699 16,260 199 1,905 18,364 571
Fullerton 13,598 16,198 1,357 20,955 243 3,114 24,317 66 6
Hayward 6,844 7,91 4,181 11,025 116 1,314 12,455 626
Humboldi 2,104 2,186 351 5,855 244 153 6,252 350
Long Beach 16,814 20,292 13,167 29,981 496 4,449 34,926 581
Los Angeles 14,267 18,910 608 14,875 185 5917 20,977 901
Northindpe 20,596 24,363 4443 25,039 30 4,310 29,719 820
Pomona 8275 11216 6,263 14,538 197 3,582 18,317 612
Sacramento 11,093 12,400 11,158 22,251 115 1,762 24,128 514
San Bernardino 4,963 5332 2633 7,596 189 581 8,366 637
San Diego 18,392 20313 13,644 32,036 1,31 2,608 35,M45 565
San Francisco 8,957 12,246 12,145 21,102 405 4,495 26,002 471
San Jose 15,070 18,600 7471 22,541 457 4,551 27,549 675
San Lwis Obsspo 2,359 3,090 12,608 14,967 192 890 16,049 193
Sonoma 2,886 3,039 2,833 5,719 126 N4 6,159 423
Staruslaus 2,348 2,653 2,119 4,467 M 470 4,971 334

Totals 171,885 204,001 123,041 294,926 5107 42408 342441 59.6%

Adjusted
Local Local Cali- Local as

Atten- Atten- Other fornia Cther Foreign  Grand  Percent of
Campus dance dance Counties Total States Countries  Total Total

Bakersfield 3636 383 617 4,253 37 352 4,642 825%
Humboldt 2104 2,186 3,751 5855 244 153 6,252 350
. San Bernardino 4,963 5332 2,633 7,596 189 581 8,366 637
Sonoma 2,886 3,039 2833 519 126 314 6,159 493
Stanislaus 2M8 2,653 2119 4,467 4 470 4,971 534

Totals 15937 17,041 11,953 27,890 630 1,870 30,390 56 1%

Without Humboldt 61.5%
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Any of these figures are sufficient at the present
time, since any projections beyond ten years are 1n-
herently soft Once the campus 1s established 1n
1995, enrollment growth will automatically become
based on the campus’s experience with actual enroil-
ments and enrollment demand, the projections be-
coming only very broad guidelines Such was the ex-
perience with the enrollment projections contained
in the 1960 Master Plan, and there 1s no reason to
suspect it will be different now

After the State University’s report on the San Mar-
cos campus was published, the Population Research
Unit of the Department of Finance examined the
data shown in Display 24 and found one element
that warranted correction This concerned the mali-
tary population at Camp Pendleton, which was in-
cluded as part of the North County West pepulation
but which included approximately 14,000 U S Ma-
rine Corps recruits attending “boot camp” Al-
though they are normally part of the 18-to-24-year
age group, the Department of Finance pointed out
that they are largely a transient population that
should not have been included in the projection Ae-
cordingly, the enrollment projection was reduced by
316 full-time-equivalent students This adjustment,
along with the preliminary projection, was incorpor-
ated into the phased growth projection shown in Dis-
play 26 on page 36 Display 27 on page 37 presents
the same data graphically

As Display 26 shows, 1992-93 opening enrollments
at the permanent San Marcos Center are currently
estimated at 1,700 full-time-equivalent students,
with growth of only 100 more by 1994-95 The origi-
nal enrollment projection for a full-service campus
in 1995-26 was 4,617, but 1t was subsequently ad-
Justed downward to 4,379 Without doubt, 1t will not
be possible to accommodate the difference of 2,579
full-time-equivalent students 1n a single year, for to
more than double the enrollment within 12 months
would produce internal chaos Not only would 1t be
impossible to hire a sufficient number of qualified
faculty and administrators 1n so short a time, the
large number of construction projects, with their at-
tendant noise and dust, might render the campus
virtually uninhabitable To manage this problem,
the State University proposed a gradual enroliment
inerease that averages approximately 400 full-time-
equivalent students per year -- a rate that will per-
mit a reasoned expansion of faculty, administrators,
facilities, and programs

The possibility exists, of course, that the San Marcos
campus could expand at a greater rate than that
indicated 1n Display 26, and 1t 1s true that there are
no firm guidelines for determining an 1deal growth
rate In all probability, actual growth will be deter-
mined more by the availability of both support and
capital outlay funding, and student demand, than by
the projections presented 1n this report As noted
earlier, 1t is rare that any enrollment projection 1s
completely accurate It 1s certainly possible that the
San Marecos campus could grow by 500, 600, or even
more students per year, but that is a question that
goes beyond the Commission’s immediate concerns
and legitimate realm of inquiry, which 1s to deter-
mine if an adequate enrollment potential exists to
justify a campus’s existence The actual growth rate
must be determined by the Trustees after a careful
consideration of the availability of resources and the
consequences of a rapid expansion

Concerning the question of adequate enrollment po-
tential, the Commission feels that the assumptions
underlying the enrollment projection for 1995, the
date lower-division students are to be admitted, are
reasonable Over time, however, 1t seems clear that
those assumptions should be altered to account for
three factors (1) the updated SANDAG age-specific
projections, due to be released in the Spring of 1989,
which extend the projection period from the year
2000 (Series 6) to 2010 (Series 7), (2) the application
of more broadly based participation rate data once
the campus exceeds 5,000 FTE students, and (3) the
probable 1ncrease in out-of-county students once the
campus becomes better known and establishes a
clear 1dentity and reputation as the twentieth cam-
pus of the State University system

In 1ts report, the State Universily recogmzed that
certain of the assumptions used to determine en-
rollment between 1995 and 2000 would need to be
changed when considering potential enrollments 1n
the next century, and suggested that the partici-
pation rates for the Fullerton and San Diego State
campuses be employed It also suggested that the
ratio of county residents and nonresidents for those
two campuses be applied to the new campus These
suggestions should certainly be considered in an
active consultation process that should include the
Commuission, the Population Research Unit of the
Department of Finance, and the State Umiversity
Gaven the fact that new data will be available within
a few months, and the fact that the 1995 opening
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DISPLAY 28 Phased Growth Projections for the San Marcos Center and Campus, 1987-88 to 2020-21

Phased Growth Pull-Service FTE Ratio of Phased Growth
Budgeted Projections Projections to Full-Service FTE
Year FTE Students Ongnal Revised Ongnal Revised Ongnal Revised
1987-88 489!
1988-39 800 800 800
1989-90 1,000 1,000 1,000
1990-91 1,000 1,000 1,000 4,188 3,950 239% 253%
1991-92 1,300 1,300 1,300
199293 1,700 1,700 1,700
1993-94 1,800 2,089 2,048
1994-95 1,300 2,478 2,395
199596 2,858°  2,74%° 4,617 4,379 619 627
1996-97 3,208 3,158
1997-98 3,738 3,574
1993-99 4,178 3,989
1999-00 4,618 4,405
2000-01 5,058 4,820 5,058 4,820 1000 100.0
2005-06 7,917 6,959
2010-11 9,335 9,097
2015-16 11,474 11,236
2020-21 13,612 13,374

1 Reported, 4732 FTE 1n Fall term, 504 3 1n Spong term, personal commumication from Richard Rush, Dean of the North
County Center, February 2 and Apnl 8, 1958

2 Occupancy date for permanent facilitics
3  Eardiest date to admut lower division studeats.

Sowrces:  North County Center budgsiad FTE, “Propozsd Adlacattons of C3U Asswal FTR” Californi St Univianty Divisies of
Analyticel tudiss, Roport No 88-88. Poll-sarviss esmpus proysctioss for 1980 theough 2000 ase foom Dusplay 23 and the
Califorma Stabe Univensty’s Feasitnbity Smdy, p. 34; projeczons for 2005 through 2020 are dermved from the Feasibihty Study,
p 55 All projections are stated 1n terms of acadenuc year rather than Fall term (academic year equals 98 percent of Fall
term) The phased growth projectrons are equal to North County Center budgeted FTE unul 1993-94 when they start to
increase to reach 2,858 in 1995-56 (ongnal projection) or 2,743 (revised projectton) This latter value was calculated as 619
percent of the full-ervice campus projechon of 4,617 The 61 9 percent value represents the average of 23.9 percent (the rauo
of budgeted to full-eervice m 1990-91) and 100 percent (in 2000-01 when budgeted and full-service are assumed 10 be equal)

~sed to determine precise projec- Consideration of alternatives
— he prudent to consider the
currgn. minary, and attempt to Commussion Criterion 2 Alternatives to establishing
arrive at EE‘ s5 after SANDAG releases a campus must be considered These alternatives must
1ts report \0“\ wnclude (1) the possibility of establishing an off-cam-

-

pus center instead of a campus, (2) the expansion of
existing campuses, and (3) the increased uttlization of
existing campuses
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DISPLAY 27 Phased Growth Projections for the San Marcos Center and Campus, 1988-89 to 2020-21

1988-89 1992-93 1996-97 2000-01 2004-05 2008-09 2012-13 2016-17 2020-21

Year

- Sou.rce Display 26

This criterion contains three elements off-campus
centers, expanding existing campuses, and 1ncreas-
ing the utilization of existing campuses As noted
earlier, the second and third of these alternatives
are clearly not feasible, since San Diego State Uni-
versity 15 at both 1ts physical capacity and 1ts master
plan limit, and also because the nearest campuses
outside San Diego County -- those 1n Los Angeles
and Orange Counties -- are unreasonably distant
from the north county area for thousands of poten-
tial students In addition, the two nearest campuses
-- Long Beach and Fullerton -- are currently within a
few thousand full-time-equivalent students of their
master plan limits, making further expansion of
etther or both impractical as a solution to north San
Diego County enrollment pressures

The first alternative, however, establishing an off-
campus center as an alternative to the campus, re-
quires further elaboration As noted, the Comms-
sion has already approved a permanent off-campus
center on the Prohoroff Ranch site in San Marcos

and anticipates that it will accommeodate several
thousand upper-division and graduate students be-
ginning 1n 1992 Given the size of the site, over 300
acres, 1t 1s possible that substantial expansion couid
be achieved, with the local community colleges satis-
fying the needs for lower-division instruction

Given current enrollment projections for the San
Marcos full-service campus, 1t 15 anticipated that
there will be a need for just over 1,000 full-time-
equivalent lower-division student spaces At the
same time, substantial growth 1s anticipated at both
of the area’s community colleges -- MiraCosta and
Palomar -- as indicated 1in Displays 28 and 29 on
pages 39 and 40 -- all of 1t, of course, at the lower-d1-
vision level These displays show additional head-
count enrollments between Fall 1987 and Fall 1997
of 2,850 at MiraCosta and 6,235 at Palomar, for a
total of 9,085 If these projections hold true, the two
districts will be enrolling over 35,000 students be-
tween them, with about 84 percent of the total in
credit courses



DISPLAY 28 Enrollments at Palomar and MiraCosia Collegee, Fall 1978 to Fall 1997

Year Credit Non-Credut Total Percentage Increase (Total)
(Fall Term) MiraCosta Palomar Mira Costa Palomar Mira Costa Palomar MiraCosta Palomar
Actual
1976 4,513 13,647 1,192 1,309 5,705 14,956 --- ---
1977 5,230 14,011 2,223 1,160 7453 1511 30.6% 14%
1978 5,612 13,714 873 659 6,485 14,373 -130 -53
1979 5,993 14,237 1,464 932 7,457 15169 150 55
1980 6,077 16,507 2,218 1,465 8205 17972 112 185
1981 6444 17,201 2,413 1,268 8857 18,469 68 28
1982 6,195 17,170 2,320 1,711 8,515 18,881 -39 22
1983 5819 15,509 2,216 1,298 8,035 16,867 -56 -107
1984 5643 13,835 2,153 1,579 7796 15414 -30 -86
1985 5,509 13,534 2,307 1,807 7816 15,341 03 -05
1986 6,088 14,738 2,050 1,966 8,138 16,704 41 39
1987 6,338 15,611 2232 2,164 8,570 17,775 53 64
Projected
1988 6,970 17,010 2,300 2380 9,270 19,390 g2 31
1939 7,220 17,660 2,350 2,450 9,570 20,110 32 3.7
1990 7,370 17,950 2,390 2,510 9,760 20,460 20 17
1991 7,490 18,160 2,410 2,570 9,900 20,730 14 13
1992 7630 18,440 2450 2,620 10,080 21,060 18 16
1993 7,830 18,920 249 2,630 10,320 21,600 24 26
1994 8,020 19,340 2,530 2,740 10,550 22,080 22 22
1995 8,210 19,770 2,570 2,790 10,780 22,560 22 22
1996 8,460 20,380 2,620 2,850 11,080 23,230 28 30
1997 8,750 21,100 2,670 2910 11,420 24,010 31 34

Scurce.  Califorma State Depariment of Finance, Ten-Year Community College Capatal Outlay Projection,

October 1987 and October 1988

At present, 1987-88, both community colleges 1n the
area have adequate facilities to accommodate exist-
ing enrollments, but it 1s clear that additional faeil-
ities will have to be constructed to house the antici-
pated enrollment growth In all probability, the en-
rollment projections did not account for the possibil-
ity of a full-service State University campus in San
Marcos, but even with that possibility included, and
the commumnity college projections reduced accord-
ingly, the growth projection is sufficiently large that
there can be little doubt that the community colleges

38

will continue te grow, with Palomar becoming one of
the largest colleges 1n the system

A further consideration emanates from various sec-
tions 1n Dhvision 5 of the Education Code Section
66011 offers a guarantee of admission to all qualified
students to one of the three public segments Section
66014 5 declares legislative intent that students
should be provided with "true economic and academ-
1c freedom of choice 1n selecting a college or univers:-
ty they wish to attend " Section 66200 states that “It
has been and continues to be the intent of the Leg-



DISPLAY 29 Total Enrollment at the MiraCosta and Palomar Communtly College Districts, 1976

to 1987 (Actual), and 1988 io 1997 (Projected)
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1slature that all qualified Califormia youth be insur-
ed the opportunity to pursue higher learning ” Sec-
tion 66201 states

It 18 further the intent of the Legislature that
the following categories be established, inso-
far as practicable 1n the following order, for

It 1s the intent of the Legislature that each
resident of California who has the capacity
and motivation to benefit from higher educa-
tion should have the opportunity to enroll in
an nstitution of higher education Onece en-
rolled, he should have the opportunity to con-
tinue as long and as far as his capacity and
motivation, as indicated by his academic per-
formance and commitment to educational ad-
vancement, will lead him to meet academic
standards and wnstitutional requirements

The Legislature hereby affirms the commit-
ment of the State of Califormia to provide an
adequate place in California higher education
for every student who 13 willing and able to
benefit from attendance

the purpose of enrollment planning and ad-
mission priority practice at the undergraduate
resident student level for the California State
University and the University of California

{1) Continuing undergraduate students in
good standing

{2) California residents who have successful-
ly completed the first two years of their
baccalaureate program

(3) California residents entering at the
freshman and sophomare levels,

[t is further the intent of the Legislature that
within each of the preceding enrollment cate-
gories, the following groups of applicants re-
celve priority consideration in admissions prac-
tice in the following order

Section 66202 establishes admissions prorities for
the University of Califormia and the Califormia State
University (bold type added for emphasis)

(a) Residents of Cahifornia who are recently
released veterans of the armed forces of

39



the United States

(b) Transfers from California public commu-
nity colleges

{c) Applicants who have been previously en-
rolled at the campus to which they are ap-
plying, provided they left such institution
1n good standing

(d) Applicants who have a degree or ¢reden-
tial objective that is not generally offered
at other public institutions of higher
learning within California

(e) Applicants for whom the distance in-
volved in attending another institu-
tion would create financial or other
hardships.

(4) Residents of other states and foreign coun-
tries

Taken together, and in the absence of any Education
Code provision requiring or strongly encouraging
lower-division students to attend the community col-
leges, these Code sections appear to establish a State
pohicy that Califormia residents should be permitted
reasonable access to State University lower-division
courses In addition, the Master Plan for Higher Ed-
ucation, 1n providing that all high school students
graduating in the top one-third of their class would
be eligible to attend the State University, strongly
mmplied that “reasonable access” should be a pri-
mary consideration The Commssion itself, 1n ad-
dressing this question, provided that “special re-
gonal considerations” should be taken into account
when considering the establishment of a new State
University campus Finally, while it 1s difficult to
argue that existing Education Code sections, the
Master Plan, or the Commission’s assumption of a
regional priority in planning, mandate the estab-
hishment of a lower division 1n an area of strong pop-
ulation growth, it 1s equally difficult to argue that
the Code prevents 1t The compromise position, esta-
blished many years ago by the Commussion, appears
to be that State University lower-division courses
should be established only when it can be demon-
strated that they will not conflict with, or adversely
affect the economy of operation of, community
colleges 1n the immediate area That question is
discussed 1n the next section of this report
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Impacts on other institutions
and local support

Commussion Criterion 3 Other segments, institu-
tions, and the community in which the campus s to
be located must be consulted during the planmng
process for the new campus Strong local or regional
interest tn the proposed campus must be demon-
strated

Commussion Crtierion 7 The establishment of a new
Unwersity of Califormia or California State Univer-
sity campus must take into consideration existing and
projected enrollments 1n the neighboring institutions
of its own and of other segments

In ats original report on the subject of expanded ser-
vices 1n the north county area, the Commission con-
cluded that “There 1s no question that the center will
serve the community and no question about local
support, which has been vocal, comprehensive, and
sustained” (1987a, p 44) Nothing has occurred
since the publication of that report that alters the
substance of that conclusion Letters of support have
been forwarded to the Commission from a variety of
sources, including the Legislature, the City of San
Marcos, the County of San Diego, local businesses,
chambers of commerce, and community groups

The State Unuversity's report noted other evidence of
local support 1n the form of several actions taken by
the City of San Marcos These actions included

1 Changes in zoning ordinances to ensure that ad-
Jacent development would be consistent with the
presence of a campus,

2 A commitment to construct water and sewer pipe-
lines, as well as street improvements, up to the
campus property hne, and of sufficient size to ac-
commodate all growth up to and including a full
build-out of the campus

3 A master plan for a 1,500-acre tract that will in-
clude the 302-acre campus site, the new San Mar-
cos civic center, and other compatible develop-
ment

Following approval of the 1987 Budget Act language
the State University’s formed the “Advisory Com-
mitiee on a Full-Service Campus in North San Diego
County " This committee consisted of the following
representatives



Committee members

¢ George Boggs, President, Palomar College (also
represented by Dr Jan Moser, Vice President for
Academac Affairs),

e Harry Brakehill, Executive Vice-Chancellor, The
Califorma State Unmiversity, retired,

¢ Herbert L Carter, Executive Vice Chancellor,
The Califorma State University, Chatr,

¢ Honorable Willham A Craven, State Senator (rep-
resented by Ms Carol Cox),

¢ Robert W Gill, Executive Assistant to the Chan-
cellor, University of California, Riverside,

e Deon Holt, President, MiraCosta College,

e Albert Johnson, Vice President, San Diego State
University,

e Joyce Justus, Director of Educational Relations,
University of Califorma,

¢ Lee Kerschner, Vice Chancellor for Academic Af-
fairs, The Califormia State University,

¢ Louis V Messner, Assistant Vice Chancellor,Bud-
get Planming and Administration, The California
State University, and

e The Honorable Lee Thibadeau, Mayor, San Mar-
cos
Observers

e Judith Day, Education Systems, Department of
Finance,

e Mary Heim, Population Research Unit, Depart-
ment of Finance, and

e Wilhilam L Storey, Assistant Director, California
Postsecondary Education Commission
Chancellor’s Office staff

¢ Sheila Chaffin, Assistant Vice Chancellor, Phys-
ical Planning and Development,

¢ Frank Jewett, Special Assistant, Academic Af-
fairs, Resources (also on the Working Group),

s Anthony J Moye, Deputy Vice Chancellor, Aca-
demic Affairs, Resources (also on the Working
Group), and

¢ John M Smart, Vice Chancellor for University
Affairs (also on the Working Group)

North County working group
= Ralph Bigelow, Director, Analytical Studies,

o Sally Casanova, State Umiversity Dean, Academie
Affairs, Programs,

* William Chatham, Chief of Planning, Physical
Planning and Development,

#» Thomas C Harns, Director, Library Affairs,

o Judith Hunt, State University Dean, Faculty Af-
fairs,

e Willham G Knight, Assistant General Counsel,

e John R Richards, Principal Budget Analyst,
Budget Planmng and Admunistration.

o Richard R Rush, Dean, North County Center, San
Diego State University, and

e Charles H Wilmont, Associate for Resource Plan-
ning, Academic Affairs, Resources

Concerning consultation with adjacent institutions,
s1x other colleges and universities are involved -- the
University of Califorma at San Diego, MiraCosta
College 1in Oceanside, Palomar College 1n San Mar-
cos, National Umversity, United States Interna-
tional University, and the University of San Diego
As noted, all three of the public institutions were
represented on the advisory commitiee, and all three
have indicated that they have no objections to the
State University’s current plan to admit lower-di-
vision students, provided they are admitted no ear-
lier than the Falil of 1995

Unwerstty of California President Gardner wrote to
Chancellor Reynolds on May 18, 1988, indicating
general support for the plan Similar support was
also expressed by representatives from the Irvine,
Riverside, and San Diego campuses, and officials 1n
the President's Office recently offered a final assur-
ance of support for the proposal

Communuty colleges On October 3, 1988, President
Deon Holt of MiraCosta College wrote to the Com-
mission as follows

As you know, [ served as a member of the Ad-
visory Committee which studied the feas:-
bility of establishing a full-service CSU cam-
pus in North San Diego County As I indi-
cated to the committee, I believe that this
campus should open and operate in 1ts nitial
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years as an upper division and graduate level
nstitution

In my opinion, a phase-in date for lower-
division offerings of no earlier than 1995, as
recommended by the commuttee, will result in
a transition period which will have minimal
adverse impact on MiraCosta College [ am
supportive of the campus becoming a full-
service university provided that this recom-
mendation is followed

Because Palomar College is located only three miles
from the Prohoroff Ranch site, the opimion of Palo-
mar’s president, George Boggs, was particularly rel-
evant to a consideration of these criteria Dr Boggs
wrote to Executive Vice Chancellor Carter on Sep-
tember 26 as follows

I am pleased that we were able to agree on
assurances that would protect the local com-
munity colleges from loss of enrollment or
programs Dr Rush and his administrative
staff are working closely with Dr Moser and
our instructional deans at Palomar College to
develop a long-range schedule of class offer-
mngs to insure that we have complementary
programs We have agreed, along with Dr
Holt from MiraCosta College, to pay close at-
tention to demographic trends and program
enrollments at each of our institutions as de-
termining factors 1n the rate and nature of ex-
pansion of SDSU-North County into lower-di-
vision offerings 1n 1995 or later

Independent instiéutions No response was received
from either National University or United States In-
ternational University, but a letter of opposition was
forwarded to the Chancellor’s Office from the Un:-
versity of San Diego in which President Author
Hughes offered the following comments

There is no question that the expansion of San
Diego State with a second full service campus
will compete dramatically with the Universi-
ty of San Diego and other private institutions
in this region Rather than make a capital in-
vestment 1n still another campus, 1 believe 1t
would be much wiser to provide scholarship
support for students to attend private insti-
tutions instead of seeking the capital resour-
ces necessary for the kind of expansion you
are contemplating The impact of communtty
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colleges doesn’t have the kind of adverse effect
that a SDSU North County Center would have
on us since community college students must
transfer if they continue

The University of San Diego 1s a relatively stable
wnstitution enrolling about 5,000 students, and clear-
ly it would not be able to accommodate the massive
enrollment increases anticipated for San Dhego Coun-
ty Also, even if the San Marcos facility 1s not built,
it 1s cleer that expenditures comparable to the am-
ounts planned for San Marcos will have to be spent
somewhere within the State University system, and
that expansion of other campuses will do little to
alleviate the problem of access for students who can
neither relocate to other parts of the State nor afford
the fees charged by independent institutions, which
average around $7,000 to $10,000 per year Were
San Diego County not growing so rapdly, 1t 1s en-
tirely possible that the construction of a full-service
campus would adversely affect enrollments at neigh-
boring independent 1institutions, and probably 1n the
community colleges as well, but given the growth
projections, it 1s probeble that institutions such as
the University of San Diego will not be adversely
affected

Proposed academic programs

Commussion Criterion 10 The programs projected
for the new campus must be described and justified

Display 30 on page 44 reproduces a table included
within the State University’s report on the possible
establishment of a full-service campus in San Mar-
cos This display shows programs currently 1n op-
eration at the North County Center, programs pro-
posed to be offered when the center moves to 1ts new
location at Prohoroff Ranch, and programs that may
be offered 1f the center 15 converted to a campus The
requirement of this criterion 15 that all programs
proposed to be offered at the campus be described
and justified, and 1t 1s clear that the State Umiversity
has not provided such a description or Justification
At present, however, this 1s not a serious concern,
since about seven years remain before the planned
admission of lower-division students and the conver-
sion to full-service campus status occur 1n Fall 1995



Given the fact that the new campus, if it 13 finally
approved by the Legislature and the Governor, will
not have a president or permanent central admimns-
tration 1mmediately in place, 1t 1s not reasonable to
ask the State University to present a coherent aca-
demic plan at the present ttme This is especially
true since discussions with the area’s community
colleges are continuing, and 1t 15 probable that a
number of program changes will occur prior to the
anticipated 1995 opening Accordingly, the list of
"Possible Programs” contained 1n Display 30 should
be considered advisory Concerning the programs
extant at the leased North County Center, and those
proposed for the permanent North County Center,
each was adequately described and justified in the
State Umversity’s supplemental report that was
approved by the Commission 1n November 1987
(1987h)

Physical, social, and
demographic characteristics

Compussion Criterion 11 The characteristics (phy-
sieal, social, demographic, etc ) of the location pro-
posed for the new campus must be tncluded

This criterion was considered at some length 1n the
Commission’s previous report (1987a), and also in
the State University’s feasibility study (State Uni-
versity, 1988, pp 39-45) Since the 1987 report, no
new information has become available, and 1t 15 the
consensus of those involved in the project, and those
who live 1n the area, that no new information con-
cerning social or demographie trends will be re-
leased until after the 1990 Census

While that remains true, the State University has
provided a letter dated December 14, 1988, indicat-
ing that the ethnic minority population of the north-
ern San Diego County service area should approxi-
mate 37 7 pereent 1n the year 2000 That letter -- re-
produced 1n Appendix D on pages 175-177 beiow --
also offered a further elaboration on the State Uni-
versity’s outreach efforts to members of ethnic min-
ority groups

Access for the disadvantaged

Commuission Criterion 12  The campus must facilt-
tate access for the economically, educationally, and
soctally disadvantaged

In its original report on the North County Center,
the Comrmssion concluded that the State Univer-
sity’s deseription of how it intended to serve disad-
vantaged students was inadequate, and 1t conse-
quently asked for a supplemental report on the sub-
Ject The State University submitted that report in
August 1987, and the Commission discussed 1t at
some length in 1ts November 1987 report before
granting final approval to the North County Center
proposal (State University, 1987, and the Commis-
s1on, 1987h)

The Commission’s primary concern was twofeld (1)
that the State University demonstrate extensive
community involvement with organizations that
deal with disadvantaged residents of the area and
(2) that 1t provide assurances that various support
services would be 1n place at the time the new center
opened

In 1ts response, the State Umiversity forwarded let-
ters of support from 22 commumity groups, agencies,
and individuals, all of which demonstrated genuine
progress in cementing relations with all of the ethnie
minority, disadvantaged, and underrepresented
groups in the area [t also noted that the North
County Center’s location adjacent to a major free-
way, and near various modes of public transporta-
tion, will offer high visibility and convenient access
to groups who might not be expected to attend
classes at a less convenient location To further this
process, the State University will provide for the
widest possible dissemination of information on edu-
cational opporturities available at the Center and
ultimately, at the campus Orientation sessions will
be specifically provided to minority and women stu-
dents at the area’s community colleges who may
wish to attend the campus

Another concern 1s retention, and the State Univer-
sity indicated that 1t will provide, through 1ts Educa-
tional Opportunity Program, a full array of counsel-
ing, tutoring, testing, and financial aid advising It
also intends to offer language programs, ethme stu-
dies programs, and educational programs designed
to train those who will become teachers in various
ethnic communmities In its feasibility study for the
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DISPLAY 30 Existing, Projected, and Possible Academic Programs for a Possible Full-Service Campus

tn North San Diego County

Existing
Program Program
Ant (core program)’
Amencan Studies BA
Anthropology (Core Program)
Biology (core program)

Business Administranon BS
Chemistry (core program)

Child Development

Computer Science

Counseling

Cnminal Justice Admunistration
Drama (core program)
Economics (core program)

Education MA
English (core program)

Bthnic Studies

Food and Nutntion

Geography (core program)
Geology (core program)
History (core program)
Industnial Technoiogy

Journalism

Liberal Arts

Liberal Studies BA
Linguistics

Mathematics (core program)
Mechanical Engineenng?
Mugic

Nutntional Scence

Occupational Therapy
Physical Education
Physical Science
Physical Therapy

Physics (core program)

Polhitical Seence (core program)
Psychology (core program)
Public Admunistration

2g

Radio-Television

Recreation

Rehabilitation Counseling

Social Sciences BA

Social Work MswW
Socwology (core program)

Spanish (core-foreign language)

Speech Communication (core pgm)

198992

BS

MBA-MS
BS

BS
MS

BA

BA
BA

Projected Possible

1953-98 Program
BA-MA

BA
Ms

MS§

MS

BA
BS-MS

BS

BS
BA

BA

BS-MS
BS
BA-MA
M3

BA-MA

BA-BS-MA-MS
BA

MS
MPA

MS

BA

1 Core programs are programs  wherein need and demand should not be the pre-eminent crtena for offering
undergraduate programs In evaluating these wndergraduate programs, quakitative cntena regarding program
integnty should be paramount From CSU, Report of the Project Team on Academic Programs, 1979, page 64

2 CPEC policy currently precludes new engineenng programs at new campuses  Inclusion of the program here 1s

to indicate an expression of mterest

Source Cabformia State University, 1988
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proposed campus, the State University indicates
that the only change from its program description
for the North County Center is that the services will
be expanded to accommodate the increased numbers
of students expected to enroll at the full-service cam-
pus

The question of nomenclature

Although 1t 13 not one of the Commuission’s criteria
for reviewing proposals for new campuses, the
Commuission 18 required by the Education Code to
offer its approval for the use of the name "Univer-
sity” at any campus of the State University system
Specifically, four Code sections apply

Section 89033 1 Notwithstanding the change
in the name of "Califorma State University
and Colleges” to "California State Universi-
ty.” the term "university” may be used 1n the
name of a particular institution only after the
institution satisfies the criteria for state uni-
versity status developed pursuant to Section
89032 and 1s approved for state university
status by the Trustees of the California State
University and by the Califormia Postsecond-
ary Education Commuission

Section 89034 The designation of the Cali-
formia State University and the authority
vested in the trustees to select and change the
name of any 1nstitution of higher education in
the California State University shall not be
construed to contravene or conflict with the

Section 89032 (a) Criteria for including the
words “state university” in the name of any of
the particular institutions designated in Sec-
tion 89001 shall be jointly developed and
approved by the Trustees of the Califormia
State University and the California Postsee-
ondary Education Commssion (b) When-
ever the term "state university” 1s used 1n any
provision of law, 1t shall be interpreted to
refer to either a state college or a state univer-
sity unless the context requires that it not be
so Interpreted

Section 89033 The name of any particular in-
stitution named in Section 89001 may be
changed to read “"Califorma State University,

,or " State " (College or Uni-
versity, as the case may be), except that the
wmstitutions named 1n subdivisions (a), (b), (d),
(e), (g}, (h), and (p) of Section 89001 shall be
changed to read "San Jose State Unmiversity,”
“San Francisco State University,” “Humboldt
State University,” “San Diego State Univer-
sity,” "California Polytechnic State Univer-
sity, San Luis Obispo,” “California State Poly-
techmiec Unaversity, Pomona,” and "Sonoma
State College,” respectively However, the
term "umversity” may be used 1n the name of
a particular institution only after affirmative
action by the trustees and the Califormia Post-
secondary Education Commuission after con-
sideration of the criteria developed pursuant
to Section 89032

provisions of Section 66608

Two other Code sections, 68608 and 89001, are refer-
enced The first outlines the State University's basie
funetions under the Donahoe Act, the second lists
the institutions that comprise the State University
system

During the late 1960s and early 1970s, a major legis-
lative battle was fought over the proposal to change
the name of what was then the "California State
Colleges” to the "California State University ” In
1971, a comprormise was reached whereby the system
would be called the “California State Unuversity and
Colleges,” with individual campuses using either the
name "University” or "College " For those campuses
not designated "University” in the original list of
changes approved in Education Code Section 89033,
a process was established whereby individual
institutions would have to meet certain criteria
mutually agreed upon by the Trustees and the
Postsecondary Education Commission These in-
cluded such indicators of "university” status as the
size of the institution, the size of the graduate pro-
gram, the breadth of degree program offerings, and
academie quality measured by the number of na-
tional professional accreditations and the percentage
of the faculty holding the doctorate Individual
name changes had to be approved by both the Trus-
tees and the Commission

At the time the name change legislation wasg con-
sidered, there was a great concern that the change of
name might 1mply, or encourage, a change 1n func-
tion as well, and that pressure might buld for the
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acceptance, end funding, of doctoral programs and a
major research function into the State University’s
mission It was for that reason that Section 89034
was specifically added to prohibit any change in the
historic “differentiation of function” concept that
has characterized California higher education since
the 1960 Master Plan

Almost i1mmediately after passage of this legisla-
tion, the names of 14 “State Colleges” were changed,
six as a direct result of Section 89033, and eight
others by Trustee and Commuission action Qver the
succeeding 15 years, the remaining five campuses
were all given the university designation -- the last,
Bakersfield, in December 1987 Also, the system-
wide name was changed 1n 1983 by deleting the "and
Colleges” from "California State University ”

If a full-service campus 1n San Marcos becomes a
reality 1n 1995 or later, a nomenelature decision will
have to be made Under the requirements of the
above quoted Education Code sections, 1t would have
to be called San Marcos State College, Califorma
State College, San Marcos, or something similar, but
the term “university” could not be employed 1n its
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official title unless the Education Code 1s changed to
permit it

In discussions with State University officials, 1t 1s
clear that they would prefer to call the San Marcos
campus a "University” from the moment 1t admuts
lower-division students, even though 1t might not
meet the criteria agreed to by the Trustees and the
Commuission in 1972 To do otherwise might actually
create something of an anomaly, since the system no
longer uses the term "and Colleges” and because all
of the other 19 campuses in the system now employ
the "University” designation In addition, 1n the 15
years since the name-change legislation was ap-
proved, there has been no change in the State Uni-
versity’s mission and function, a fact that seems to
negate the earlier fears that produced Section 89034
At this point, there do not appear to be any cogent
reasons for continuing the approval process specified
in the Code, nor to deny use of the term "Umiversity”
for San Marcos should the Trustees decide that that
is appropriate To do otherwise may do nothing more
than to preserve an artifact from a more suspicious
age
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THE proposal to establish a full-service campus in
San Marcos comes to the Commission at this time as
the result of language contatined in the 1987 Budget
Act that the State University should perform “an
analysis of the feasibility of establishing a full-ser-
vice campus at this site (San Marcos),” and that “if 1t
15 determined that a full-service campus 15 not to be
established at this location, the additional property
acquired to accommeodate a full-service campus shall
be declared surplus and sold ” (Chapter 135, Stat-
utes of 1987, Item 6610-301-782(3] and "Provisions”
Section 3 )

In 1ts previous report on the San Marcos Center
(CPEC, 1987a), the Commussion discussed the possi-
hility of the center becoming a campus, and recom-
mended that “if the State University considers 1t ap-
propriate to convert the North County Center into a
comprehensive campus, 1t shall submit a complete
Justification for that change to the Commussion at
least two years in advance of the proposed conver-
siondate ” That recommendation envisioned a plan-
ning schedule that would have brought a proposal
for a full-service campus to the Commussion early in
the 1990z, a time that would have meshed well with
the Commission’s long-range planning project that
is due for completion 1n late 1989 or early 1990 Be-
cause of the budget language, however, both the
State University and the Commission have acceler-
ated their planning for the full-service eampus 1n
San Marcos

The Commission’s long-range planning study 1s en-
deavoring to provide a comprehensive analysis of
demographic trends, an assessment of the need for
additional facilities 1n specific regions throughout
the State, the resource needs of existing campuses
and centers 1n all segments of higher education, and
the ability of the State to provide the requisite sup-
port and capital outlay financing 1n all areas In the
face of the Gann expenditure limitation and the re-
cent passage of Proposition 98, which redirects re-
sources to the public schools, this last 1ssue assumes
considerable stature 1n the planning process

Conclusions and Recommendations

At the same time that the long-range planning study
proceeds, the Commussion 15 also faced with 1ts his-
toric statutory responsibility to review specific pro-
posals for new campuses and off-campus centers on
their own merits, within the constraints of both ex-
1sting State policy on admissions and access, and its
own Guidelines and Procedures The San Marcos
proposal impacts on both responsibilities and creates
an apparent dilemma, although one that 1s not with-
out precedent 1n Califormia’s experience

An analog to the current situation occurred in the
late 1950s In 1953, for example, the Legislature
approved three Assembly bills, two Senate bills, five
Assembly resolutions, four Senate concurrent reso-
lutions, and one Assembly concurrent resclution, all
dealing with the establishment of new campuses In
1857, four bills were passed to establish new State
College campuses, and 1n 1959, no less than 23 bills,
three resolutions and tweo constitutional amend-
ments were introduced either to establish new cam-
puses or to study the need for them (Master Plan
Survey Team, p 20) Asa result, and since no higher
education coordinating agency existed 1n California
at the time, the Legislature acted to delay passage of
any legislation until a long-range plan was estab-
lished, and to do so, it approved Assembly Concur-
rent Resolution No 88, which established the Mas-
ter Plan Survey Team and led eventually to the Mas-
ter Plan for Higher Education tn California, 1960-
1975

Today, a similar environment of legislative and seg-
mental activity confronts the Commission All three
segments are currently proposing new campuses or
centers the State University proposals already not-
ed, the Livermore off-campus center of the South
County Community College District has been ap-
proved by the Board of Governors for conversion to
full campus status, University of Californmia Pres:i-
dent David Gardner suggested 1n October that there
13 & need for three new campuses 1n that segment,
and 1in November, the Regents directed him to pro-
ceed with planning For these three new campuses,
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the University estimates a cost of approximately
$900 milhon In addition to these new proposals, the
segments have requested massive capital outlay ap-
propriations in the 1989-20 Budget Act, mostly for
the expansion or renovation of facihties on existing
campuses These requests total $643 mllion, more
than double the funding available for that year from
the recently approved bond 1ssue

To address this dilemma, the Commuission has drawn
a legitimate distinction between 1ts statutory re-
sponsibility to make recommendations on specific
propoesals within the context of the criteria discussed
in Part Two of this report, and its more general role
of providing advice to the Governor and the Legisla-
ture on broad questions of educational policy Aec-
cordingly, this report has concerned itself primarily
with the "feasibility,” the term used i1n the 1987
Budget Act language, of establishing a full-service
campus 1n northern San Diego County It has not at-
tempted to comment on the general pricrities of capi-
tal outlay funding for this or other new or existing
campuses, since that subjeet 15 better subsumed
under the long-range planning study When that
study 1s completed early in 1990, the Commission
will offer 1ts views on the proper priority occupied by
the San Marcos campus 1n the funding requests for
all campuses 1n each of the three public segments
Until that time, the Commission 1s recommending
that final approval for capital funding for the San
Marcos campus be deferred This should have no
effect on appropriations already approved or re-
quested by the Trustees for the permanent San
Marcos Center, as that facility was fully approved by
the Commission prior to the inception of 1ts long-
range planning effort

Concerning the criteria contained 1n the Guidelines
and Procedures, the Commission 1s persuaded that
all of the criteria have been satisfied, as indicated
specifically 1n the conelusions on pages 51 and 52,
and that San Marcos should therefore be approved
unconditionally as the State University’s twentieth
campus A corollary to this conclusion responds to
the 1987 Budget Act language, and includes a rec-
ommendation that none of the property recently pur-
chased by the State University for the San Marcos
Center be sold There 1s no question in the Commus-
sion’s mind that northern San Diego County has a
definite ultimate need for a new campus, and that
the 302 acres currently set aside for that purpose
will be required at some time 1n the future
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A remaining question concerns the possible conse-
quences a funding delay could have on the State Uni-
versity's ability to provide educational services to
northern San Diego County residents, for 1f 1t can be
demonstrated that access will be denied, then such a
delay may be unwise In this case, the Commission
15 persuaded that such a denial will not occur

As noted on page 8 of this report, substantial funds
have already been approprated to purchase the Pro-
horoff Ranch site and to provide for master planning,
site development, and infrastructure for the perma-
nent off-campus center The Trustees’ current plans
call for additional appropriations in the amount of
$34 0 mullion 1n 1989-30 and $6 6 million in 1991-92
to construct and equip two building- for that center
In this regard, the appropriation for infrastructure
assumes that the off-campus center will eventually
grow 1nto a full-service campus These appropria-
tions are phased on a four-year schedule beginning
1n 1988-89 and continuing through 1991-92, with no
appropriations 1n 1990-91, since the 1989-90 con-
struction appropriation covers a two-year period
The Commission assumes that both buildings will be
funded by the Governor and the Legislature

To convert to a campus, one or two additional build-
ings will probably be required initially, and if the
planned conversion date 1s Fall 1995, the Trustees
should request planning and working drawings in
1991-92, construction funds in 1992-93, and equip-
ment funds 1n 1994-95 This schedule would corres-
pond to the capital outlay planning schedule for the
permanent center, and 13 such that, should a policy
be established that no capital outlay funds for the
campus be appropriated prior to completion of the
long-range plannmng study, no delay in the Trustees
conversion date of Fall 1995 would oceur

There 15 a possibility, of course, that the Trustees
may seek to begin the capital outlay process earlier,
and request planning and working drawing funds in
1990-91 Should this oceur, a policy that ne capital
outlay funds be appropriated unt:l after the Commus-
sion has completed 1ts long-range planning work
could still leave the Trustees’ schedule undisturbed
In the past, several propesals have been included 1n
the Governor's budget with the condition that the
funds not be released until the project in question
has been approved by the Commission Given the
schedule for the long-range planning project, there 1s



no reason why the 1990-91 date, should the Trustees
decide to begin early, could not be met

Another possibility 1s that delays i1n either the ap-
propriation or construction process might occur,
thus pushing the opening date of the campus back to
Fall 1996 Should that occur, the guestion arises of
whether students 1n San Diego County would be de-
nied educational services This should not be a prob-
lem Gaven prior approval of the permanent center,
there 1s no question of serving upper-division and
graduate students, since the current enrollment pro-
Jections for the permanent center are not significant-
ly dufferent from those for the campus There should
be no difficulty accommodating lower-division stu-
dents at MiraCosta and Palomar Colleges 1n the 1m-
mediate area

A further reason for delaying camital outlay appro-
priations 1s that the enrollment projections devel-
oped by the State University and the Department of
Finance are not as firm as they should be, and prob-
ably will be 1n the near future These projections are
based on the currently outdated Series 6 forecast de-
veloped by the San Diego Association of Govern-
ments (SANDAG) SANDAG 18 currently working on
the Series 7 forecast, and estimates that 1ts new pro-
Jections, arrayed by age group, will be available in
the Spring of 1989 Based on a preliminary release
of the aggregate totals for the North County area, 1t
seems probable that the Series 7 projections wail
show greater population growth than indicated by
the Series 6 forecast, on which the enrollment pro-
Jjections contained in thig report are based

In addition to the SANDAG timing problem, the State
University’s current projections extend only to the
year 2000, with a rough estimate for the year 2020
Such a procedure was necessary, given the fact that
the SANDAG Series 6 forecast constitutes the only
data available for the North County area, and be-
cause 1t ends 1n 2000 The new projections will ex-
tend to 2010 Further, after 2000, and possibly even
a few years before, there 1s a good argument for
changing the participation rates to a broader base
In the current report, participation rates for five of
the system’s six smallest campuses were used be-
cause those campuses meshed well with the pro-
Jected si1ze of the San Marcos campus As the campus
grows, however, and given the explosive population
growth 1n the north county 1t well could, it may be
well to assume more broadly based participation

rates, possibly those for medium sized campuses or
for the entire system

A further problem concerns the adjustment for stu-
dents coming to the campus from outside of the im-
mediate service area The State University’s est:-
mates put that number at 15 percent, even though
the statew:de average for State University campuses
15 closer to 35 or 40 percent For the present, this is
appropriate, for 1t must be assumed that the campus
will not draw extensively from outside the area until
it becomes better known and 1s given time to estab-
lish 1ts academic reputation The State University
assumed, in its 2020 projection, that enrollment by
students outside the area will equal the averages for
San Drego State University and California State
University, Fullerton (a combined rate of 37 per-
cent), but that still leaves open the question of what
may happen between 2000 and 2020 With more cur-
rent data for at least the years 2000 to 2010 supplied
by SANDAG, 1t may be advisable to make adjustments
from the 15 percent figure to a number closer to the
statewide average after the year 2000

For all of these reasons, a brief delay in the final
approval for capital outlay funding for the campus
appears to be prudent Such a delay will permit the
development of more precise enrollment projections,
will allow time for the Commission to complete 1ts
loeng-range planning study, and will almost certainly
leave the planned Fall 1995 opening date un-
changed

The Commussion's general and specific conclusions
follow

General conclusions

1 State University’s planning effort for what may
become 1ts twentieth campus has been commend-
able It has bwlt strongly on the earlier efforts
that led to the Commission’s approval of the per-
manent North County Center, and has been dili-
gent 1n consulting extensively with members of
the local community, the area’s Community Col-
leges, the University of California, and various
State agencies including the Commussion While
some concern might be expressed about the Uni-
versity of San Diego's (USD) opposition to the
project, 1t appears that the State University has
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gone as far as prudence demands, and likely that
a stable independent institution such as USD wl]
not be adversely affected

Because of the State University’s excellent plan-
ning effort, and the evident need for an addition-
al campus 1n northern San Diego County, the
Commussion concludes that San Marcos should
be approved as the twentieth campus of the Cali-
fornia State University system Parallel to this
conclusion, and 1n response to the 1987 Budget
Act language, 15 the additional conclusion that
all of the 302 acres of land at the Prohoroff
Ranch site 1n San Marcos will eventually be
needed for the campus and that none of the prop-
erty should therefore be sold

The 1ssues surrounding expansion 1n all three
segments of California higher education are sim-
ilar to those experienced in the late 1950s that
led to the creation of the Master Plan for Higher
Education tn California and the Donahoe Higher
Education Act A major difference between the
195608 and the 1990s, however, 1s that the State
has fewer available resources, as well as greater
obligations, than it did 30 years ago, and conse-
quently may have greater difficulty funding a
major expansion 1n higher education facilities
Because of both the similarities and the differ-
ences, the Commission’s long-range planning
study assumes a special importance, and leads to
the conclusion that capital outlay funds specifi-
cally directed to the establishment of new cam-
puses and off-campus centers -- other than those
for which working drawings, construction, or
equipment funds have already been appropr:-
ated or requested -- should not be approved until
after the long-range planning effort has been
completed

A very large array of data and information has
been accumulated relative to the State Univer-
sity’s proposal to convert the permanent San
Marcos Center to a full-service campus These
include population and enrollment projections,
academic plans and programs, a consideration of
alternatives, and an extensive amount of plan-
ning for both the permanent off-campus center
and the permanent campus So persuasive are
these data that the Commission 1s convinced
that, regardless of the outcome of the long-range

planning study, the San Marcos campus will
occupy a high priority 1n the State’s future ex-
pansion plans

Questions remain concerming the viability of the
enrollment projections that are based on data
due to be updated in the Spring of 1989 For that
reason, and because well-defined enrollment pro-
Jections are crucial to a consideration of capital
outlay planning, the Commuission reiterates the
need to delay capital appropriations for the new
San Marcos campus

A one-year delay, until early 1990, in approving
capital cutlay appropriations for the San Marcos
campus will not unduly limit or restriet the State
Umversity's ability to provide quality edueca-
tional services to the northern region of San Di-
ego County In all probability, delaying a final
authorization for capital outlay appropriations
until early 1n 1990 will not unduly disrupt cur-
rent planning schedules or the phasing of capital
outlay requests The first request for capital
funding for the campus -- a request that will be
limited to planning and working drawings --
should not be required prior to the 1991-92 fiscal
year, over a year after completion of the Com-
nussiwon’s long-range planning project Should
the Trustees decide to request funds as early as
1990-91, there 1s ample precedent for condition-
ing release of those funds on Commission ap-
proval Such a condition would also leave the
schedule undisturbed

Should unforeseen delays in the capital outlay
appropriation or construction process delay the
opening date of the San Marcos campus from
Fall 1995 to Fall 1996, a sufficient array of edu-
cational services will still exist 1n the North
County area to provide for the education of all
qualified students Lower-division students can
continue to be accommodated at MiraCosta and
Palomar Colleges, with upper-division and grad-
uate students attending the previously approved
permanent off-campus center

The State University should continue to plan for
the San Marcos campus, and the Governor and
the Legislature should support those planning
efforts



Specific conclusions
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The population and enrollment projections de-
veloped by the Califorrua State University and
the Population Research Unit of the Department
of Finance, although of a preliminary nature
pending publication of the Series 7 forecast by
the San Diego Association of Governments, ap-
pear to be large enough to justify the establish-
ment of a new campus 1n northern San Diego
County The enrollment projections indicate a
service demand of 4,379 full-time-equivalent
students 1n 1995-96 and about 5,000 by the year
2000, a level that 1s larger than the enrollments
at three existing State University campuses,
and about the same size as three others Due to
the need to phase enrollments, however, the
campus 1s expected to open with 2,743 full-time-
equivalent students in Fall 1995, growing to
4,820 1n the year 2000 The first eriterion of the
Commussion’s Guidelines and Procedures has
therefore been satisfied

Although statew:ide enrollment demand through
2010 indicates that the 19 existing campuses
could be expanded, within master plan limita-
tions, to accommaodate total enroliment demand,
the State University has presented a case for re-
gional growth in the San Diego area sufficient to
satisfy the requirements of Criterion 5

Within the context of its own segment, the State
University has considered all reasonable alter-
natives to the establishment of the San Marcos
campus 1n a thorough manner These include
the expansion of existing off-campus centers, the
expansion of existing campuses, and the in-
creased utilization of existing campuses All of
these alternatives were rejected for three pri-
mary reasons, first that the enrollment demand
15 too great to be housed 1n one or more off-cam-
pus facilities, second that the service area 1s too
1solated from campuses with expansion poten-
tial, and third that the only available campus 1n
the region, San Diego State University, has al-
ready reached 1ts master plan limit of 25,000
full-time-equivalent students

Concerning consultation with, and possible 1m-
pacts on, other institutions, the State University
has engaged 1n a comprehensive planning proe-
ess that has involved all affected members of the
community, including other public and inde-
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pendent 1nstitutions 1n the area Strong local
and regional interest has been expressed from a
wide variety of interested individuals and
groups, and enroliments at both the University
of Califormia and the local Community Colleges
have been fully considered in the development of
the enrollment projections The sole objection to
the proposal, from the University of San Diego,
has not persuaded the Commission to reject the
San Marcos campus, since that mndependent in-
stitution has a stable enroilment, because 1t
could not accormmodate the enrollment growth
projected for the region, and because many stu-
dents 1n need of services cannot afford the much
higher tuition and fees charged by that or other
independent 1nstitutions

With regard to program description and Justifi-
cation, the State Umiversity presented its best
estimate of a program configuration through
1998 In addition, a complete program descrip-
tion for the San Marcos Center was presented
and approved by the Commission 1n 1987 At
this stage of the planning process, it 1s not rea-
sonable to expect the State Umversity to be able
to present a complete program description for the
new campus, principally because that program
array will be determined by the new campus's
administrators and faculty, who are not yet 1n
place Accordingly, it 1s reasonable only to ex-
pect that, as planning proceeds, the State Uni-
versity will keep the Commission advised con-
cerning changes 1n the programs proposed for
the new campus

The physical, social, and demographic character-
1stics of the north San Diego County region were
described at considerable length in the Commis-
slon’s previous reports on the San Marcos Cen-
ter, and have not changed since that time Con-
sequently, Criterion 11 1s considered to be satis-
fied by reference to the earlier reports

Inits follow-up report on the San Marcos Center,
the State University submitted a comprehensive
report on the ways in which 1t intended to facil-
itate access for disadvantaged students [n its
report on the San Marcos campus, this report
was expanded further to include a description of
how the campus would facilitate not only access,
but retention The Commussion regards these
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statements of intent to be adequate to fulfill the
requirements of Criterion 12

There 15 no longer any persuasive reason to con-
tinue the practice of Commission approval of
changes 1n the names of individual State Uni-
versity institutions from "College” to “Univer-
sity 7 Accordingly, 1t 1s the Commission's judg-
ment that those Education Code sections requir-
ing such approval be repealed following final ap-
proval of the proposal, and that the San Marcos
campus, should 1t be approved by the Governor
and the Legislature, commence operations as
“Calformia State University, San Marcos” or
such other name as the Trustees aione shall de-
termine

Recommendations

Based on the above conclusions, the Commussion of-
fers the following recommendations

1.
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The California State University’s proposal
to convert the San Marcos Center to a full-
service campus should be approved. Lower
division students should be admitted no ear-
lier than the Fall of 1995.

Master planning for the San Marcos campus
should continue without interruption, with
sufficient funds appropriated to provide for
that purpose.

Capital outlay appropriations for the North
County Center should continue to be consid-
ered fully approved by the Commission.

The Commission recommends that the Gov-
ernor and the Legislature support appropri-
ations for continued planning for the San
Marcos campus. However, the Governor
and Legislature should take into account the
Commission’s long-range statewide plan as
they appropriate future capital outlay funds
for the San Marcos campus beyond the 1989-
90 budgeted appropriations.

. The opening enrollment projections for the

San Marcos campus, currently listed at 2,743
full-time-equivalent students for the 1995-26
academic year, then growing to 13,374 full-
time-equivalent students in 2020-21, should
be considered preliminary. The State Uni-
versity should submit to the Commission
and to the Population Research Unit of the
Department of Finance a supplemental re-
port revising those projections, if revisions
are deemed to be necessary, based on the
San Diego Association of Governments "Ser-
ies 7" forecast, to be released in the Spring of
1989. This report should be submitted no
later than October 1, 1989.

. The Governor and Legislature should repeal

Education Code Sections 89032, 89033,
89033.1, and 89034 relating to the process by
which the names of individual campuses of
the California State University are changed
from "College” to "University.” At the same
time,through a clear statement of intent the
Legislature should indicate that such repeal
is not intended to contravene the provisions
of Section 66608, which specifies the State
University’s mission and function under the
Master Plan and the Donahoe Act.



Appendix A

Guidelines and Procedures for Review
of New Campuses and Off-Campus Centers

NOTE The following material 18 reproduced from
Report 82-34 of the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commussion, which the Commission adopted
on September 20, 1982

Preface

It has been many years since a new campus was au-
thorized for either the University of Califorma or
the Califorma State Unuversity, and it 13 not antici-
pated that any will be proposed 1n the immediate
future In the past five years, the only authorized
new campuses have been Orange County Commun-
1ty Colleges Off-campus centers, however, contin-
ue to be proposed from time to time, and 1t is prob-
able that some new centers will be offered for Com-
mission review and recommendation in the future

In April of 1975, the Commission adopted policies
relating to the review of new campuses and centers,
and revised those policies 1n September of 1978
The purpose was to provide the segments with spe-
cific directions whereby they could conform to two
Education Code sections The first of these directs
the Commission to review proposals for new cam-
puses and off-campus centers of public postsecond-
ary education and to advise the Legislature and the
Governor on the need for and loeation of these new
campuses and centers (Education Code 66903) The
second states the Legislature’s intent that no funds
for the acquisition of sites or for the construction of
new campuses and off-campus centers by the public
segments be authorized without the Commission’s
recommendation

The 1975 document -- and the 1978 revision -- out-
lined the Commission’s basic assumptions under
which the gudelines and procedures were devel-
oped, and specified the proposals subject to Commis-

s10n review, the criteria for reviewing proposals, the
schedule to be followed by the segments when they
subm:t proposals, and the required contents of
“Needs Studies ” As experience was gamed with
the guidelines, 1t became clear that some confusion
was generated by this format, and that some 1n-
structions appeared to be ambiguous or difficult to
interpret’ In addition, there was the problem of ap-
plying the guidelines to operations that had been
started totally with non-State funds -- especially
Community College off-campus centers 1nitiated
solely with local money -- a distinetion of consider-
able substance prior to passage of Proposition 13,
but less meaningful thereafter In several cases,
doubt arose as to whether an existing center had
been previously recommended by the Commission
or "grandfathered” in by being imitiated before the
guidelines were adopted In other cases, although
the Commission was notified, 1t took no action be-
cause no State money was involved or anticipated
When State funds were later requested, some dis-
tricts acquired the mistaken impression that a fav-
orable recommendation had been secured, and were
surprised to learn that they had to participate in an
extended review process with no assurance that
State funds would be approved

The purpose of this decument 1s to resolve the
questions and ambiguities surrounding the original
(1975) and updated (1978) guidelines To that end --
although large sections remain virtually un-
changed -- three majer revisions are tncluded

1 The original guidelines stated that the Commus-
sion wauld review new off-campus centers “that
will require either State or local funding for
acquisition, remodeling or construction, and/or
(2) those planned for use for three or more years
at a given location, and which (a) will offer cour-
ses 1n two or more certificate and/or degree pro-
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grams, and/or (b) will have a headcount enroll-
ment of 500 or more ”

The revised guidelines included 1n this docu-
ment specify the need for review and recom-
mendation only for operations “that will require
State funding for construction, acquisition, re-
modeling, or lease Those operations invelving
no State funds may be considered by the Com-
mussion for review and recommendation, but are
reported primarily for inventory purposes ” The
location, program, and enrollment criteria are
removed from the guidelines, leaving State
funding the sole condition for requiring the
Commuission’s recommendation Review re-
quirements for centers that have been 1n exis-
tence for several years at the time State funds
are requested are specified below

2 The original guidelines contained both “Crite-
ria” for reviewing new proposals and a section
entitled "Content of Needs Study” that was
largely repetitive In this document, the latter
section has been subsumed under an expanded
“Criteria” section

3 The time schedules in the original guidelines
and procedures were inconsistent between the
four-year segments and the Community Col-
leges This revision attempts to make the
schedules more consistent for all segments

Without question, the most difficult problem sur-
rounding the Commuission's role 1n the review of
new campuses and off-campus centers concerns op-
erations started without State money but needing
State money at a later date Obviously, 1t is impos-
sible to 1gnore the fact that such operations exist,
but at the same time, the Commission cannot allow
prior existence to constitute a lugher priority for
State funds than would be accorded a proposal for a
completely new facility Were existing campuses
and centers given such a priority, 1t could encourage
the segments to "seed” new operations from non-
State sources on the assumption that State money
could be obtained more easily later Accordingly,
the Commission must regard any request for State
funds, whether for an existing or new campus or
center, as being applicable to a new operation
Thus, while these guidelines and procedures re-
quire Commission review and recommendation only
for State-funded operations, the Commission stron-
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gly suggests that any segment anticipating the
need for State funds later take steps to secure the
Commuission’s favorable recommendation at the ear-
liest possible time If such steps are taken, 1t should
be possible to avord denying funds to an existing
center

Although these guidelines and procedures are di-
rected to public postsecondary education, the Com-
mission 1invites and encourages the independent col-
leges and umversities and the private vocational
schools to submit their proposals for new campuses
and off-campus centers to the Commission for re-
view, thus facilitating the statewide planning ac-
tivities of the Commuission This invitation ro the
mmdependent segment was first extended by the
Commuission on April 14, 1975, at the time these
guidelines and procedures were first approved A
sumnilar invitation was extended on March 17, 1980,
with respect to degree programs to be offered at off-
campus locations (Degrees of Dwersity Off-Campus
Education in Californua, California Postsecondary
Education Commission Report No 80 5, p 100)

Assumptions basic to the development
of guidelines and procedures for
Commission review of proposals for

new campuses and off-campus centers
t

The following assumptions are considered to be cen-
tral to the development of a procedure for Com-
mission review of proposals for new campuses and
off-campus centers

¢ The University of California and the Califorma
State University will continue to admut every eli-
gible undergraduate applicant, although the ap-
plicant may be subject to redirection from the
campus of first choice

¢ The University of California plans and develops
1ts campuses on the basis of statewide need

o The Califorma State University plans and devel-
ops its campuses on the bas:s of statewide needs
and special regional considerations

e The Caltfornia Community Colleges plan and de-
velop their campuses and off-campus centers on
the basis of open enrollment for all students cap-



able of benefiting from the instruction and on the
basis of local needs

¢ Planned enrollment capacities are established for
and observed by all campuses of public postsec-
ondery education These capacities are deter-
mined on the basis of statewide and institutional
economies, campus environment, limitations on
campus size, program and student mix, and 1n-
ternal organization Planned capacities are esta-
blished by the governing boards of Community
College districts {and reviewed by the Board of
Governors of the Califorma Community Colleg-
es), the Trustees of the California State Univer-
sity, and the Regents of the University of Califor-
nia These capacities are subject to review and
recommendation by the Commission

Proposals subject to Commission review

New campuses

The Commission will review proposals for all new
campuses of the Unmiversity of California, the Cali-
fornia State University, and the California Com-
munity Colleges

New off-campus centers

For the purposes of this section, “State funds” are
defined as any and all monies from State General
Fund appropriations and/or property tax revenues

Unwersity of California and California State Un-
versilty The Commission 1s concerned with off-cam-
pus educational operations established and admin-
1stered by & campus of either segment, the central
admimstration of either segment, or by a consor-
tium of colleges and/or universities sponsored whol-
ly or 1n part by either of the above Operations that
are to be reported to the Commssion for review are
those which will provide instruction in programs
leading to degrees, and which will require State
funding for construction, acquisition, remodeling,
or lease Those that involve funding from other
than State sources may be considered by the Com-
mission for review and recommendation, but need

be reported only as part of the Commussion’s fnuven-
tory of Off-Campus Facilities and Programs (Educo-
tion Code Sec 66903[13)])

California Community Colleges The Commussion 1s
concerned with off-campus operatrons established
and administered by an existing Community Col-
lege, a Community College district, or by a consor-
tium of colleges and universities sponsored wholly
or 1n part by either of the above Operations to be
reported to the Commssion for review and recom-
mendation are those that will require State funding
(as defined above) for construction, acquisition, re-
modeling, or lease Those operations not involving
State funds may be considered by the Commission
for review and recommendation, but need be report-
ed only as part of the Commuission'’s Inventory of Off-
Campus Faciltties and Programs

Consortta When a consortium 1nvelves more than
one public segment, or 2 public and the independent
segment, one of those segments must assume pri-
mary responsibility for presenting the proposal to
the Commission for review

All Proposals All off-campus operations must be
reported to the Commission, either through the
requirements of these guidelines and procedures, or
through the Inventory of Off-Campus Facilities and
Programs Any off-campus center established with-
out State funds will be considered to be a new center
as of the time State funds are requested for con-
struction, acquisition, remodeling, or lease

Criteria for reviewing proposals

All proposals for new campuses and off-campus cen-
ters required by these guidelines to be submitted by
any segment of higher education in Calforma must
include a comprehensive “Needs Study * This study
must satisfy all of the criteria specified below, and
will constitute the basis for the Commission’s evalu-
ation of propesals As noted 1n the Preface, all first-
time requests for State funds will be considered as
applying to new operations, regardless of the length
of time such campuses or centers have been 1n exis-
tence
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Criteria for reviewing new campuses

1
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Enrollment projections should be sufficient to
justify the establishment of the campus For the
proposed new campus, and for each of the exis-
ting campuses 1n the district or system, enroll-
ment projections for each of the first ten years of
operation, and for the fifteenth and twentieth
years, must be provided For an existing cam-
pus, all previous enrollment experience must
also be provided Department of Finance earoll-
ment projections must be included 1n any needs
study

Alternatives to establishing a campus must be
considered These alternatives must include (1)
the possibility of establishing an off-campus cen-
ter instead of a campus, (2) the expansion of
existing campuses, and (3) the increased utiliza-
tion of existing campuses

Other segments, 1nstitutions, and the commu-
nity in which the campus 1s to be located must be
consulted during the planming process for the
new campus Strong local or regional interest 1n
the proposed campus must be demonstrated

Statewide enrollment projected for the Univer-
sity of California should exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing University cam-
puses If statewide enrollment does not exceed
the planned enrollment capacity for the system,
compelling statewide needs for the establish-
ment; of the new campus must be demonstrated

Projected statewrde enrollment demand on the
Califormia State University system should ex-
ceed the planned enrollment capacity of existing
State University campuses If statewide enroll-
ment does not exceed the planned enrollment
capacity for the system, compelling regional
needs must be demonstrated

Projected enrollment demand on a Community
College district should exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing district campuses
If district enrollment does not exceed the
planned enrollment capacity of existing district
campuses, compelling local needs must be dem-
onstrated

T The establishment of a new Umversity of Cali-
fornia or Califorma State University campus
must take into consideration existing and pro-
Jected enrollments 1n the neighboring 1nstitu-
tions of its own and of other segments

8 The establishment of a new Community College
campus must not reduce existing and projected
enrollments 1n adjacent Community Colleges --
either within the district proposing the new
campus or 1n adjacent districts -- to a level that
will damage their economy of operation, or cre-
ate excess enrollment capacity at these 1nstitu-
tions, or lead te an unnecessary duplication of
programs

9 Enrollments projected for Community College
campuses must be within a reasonable commu-
ting tame of the campus, and should exceed the
mirumum size for a Community College district
established by legislation {1,000 units of aver-
age daily attendance [ADA] two years after open-
1ng)

10 The programs projected for the new campus
must be described and justified

11 The characteristics (physical, social, demogra-
phie, etc) of the location proposed for the new
campus must be included

12 The campus must facilitate access for the
economically, educationally, and socially disad-
vantaged

Criterta for reviewing new off-campus centers

1 Enrollment projections should be sufficient to
Justify the establishment of the new off-campus
center Five-year projections must be provided
for the proposed center, with enrollments indi-
cated to be sufficient to yustify 1ts establishment
For the University of California and the
Califorma State University, five-year projec-
tions of the nearest campus of the segment pro-
posing the center must also be provided For the
Commumty Colleges, five-year projections of all
district campuses, and of any other campuses
within ten miles of the proposed center, regard-
less of district, must be provided When State
funds are requested for an existing center, all



previous enrollment experience must also be
provided Department of Finance enrollment es-
timates must be included in any needs study

2 The segment proposing an off-campus center
must submit a comprehensive cost/benefit anal-
ysis of all alternatives to establishing the center
This analysis must include (1} the expansion of
existing campuses, (2) the expansion of existing
off-campus centers in the area, (3) the increased
utihization of existing campus and off-campus
centers, and (4) the possibility of using leased or
donated space 1n instances where the center 1s to
be located 1n facilities proposed to be owned by
the campus

3 Other public segments and adjacent institutions,
public or private, must be consulted during the
planning process for the new off-campus center

4 Programs to be offered at the proposed center
must meet the needs of the community 1n which
the center 1s to be located Strong local or re-
gional interest 1n the proposed facility must be
demonstrated

5 The proposed off-campus center must not lead to
an unnecessary duplication of programs at
neighboring campuses or off-campus centers, re-
gardless of segment or district boundaries

6 The establishment of University and State Unai-
versity off-campus centers should take into con-
sideration existing and projected enrollment in
adjacent institutions, regardless of segment

T The location of a Community College off-campus
center should not cause reductions 1n existing or
projected enrollments 1n adjacent Community
Colleges, regardless of district, to a level that
would damage their economy of operation, or
create excess enrollment capacity, at these insti-
tutions

8 The proposed off-campus center must be located
within a reasonable commuting time for the

majority of residents to be served

9 The programs projected for the new off-campus
center must be described and justified

10 Thecharacteristics(physical,social, demograph-

1c, etc ) of the location proposed for the new off-
campus center must be included

11 The off-campus center must facilitate access for
the economically, educationally, and socially dis-
advantaged

Schedule for submitting proposals
for new campuses and off-campus centers

The basic intent of the time schedule for subm:tting
proposals to establish new campuses and off-campus
centers 1s to involve Commussion staff early 1n the
planning process and to make certain that elements
needed for Commission review are developed within
the needs study described previously 1n these guide-
lines and procedures

The schedules suggested below are dependent upon
the dates when funding for the new campus or off-
campus center 18 1ncluded in the Governor's Budget
and subsequently approved by the Legislature
Prior to the date of funding, certain events must
occur, including

1 A needs study to be authorized and conducted
with notification to the Commission,

2 District and/or system approval of the proposed
campus or off-campus center,

3 Commussion review and recommendation,
4 Budget preparation by segmental staff,
5 Segmental approval of the budget,

6 Department of Finance review for inclusion 1n
the Governor’s Budget,

T Consideration by the Legislature, and
8 Signing of the budget bill by the Governor

Specific sehedules are suggested below for all pro-
posals for new campuses and off-campus centers re-
quiring State funds for construction, acquisition, re-
modeling, or lease As noted previcusly, however,
the Commission may review proposals for new cam-
puses and off-campus centers, regardless of the
source of funding This may require revisions 1n the
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suggested schedules Therefore, the specific time-
tables outlined below should be considered as guide-
Lines for the development of proposals and not dead-
lines However, timely Commussion notification of,
and participation in the needs study, 1s important,
and will be a factor considered 1n the Commission’s
review of proposals

Schedule for new campuses

Umiversity of California
and Cahfornia State University

1 Needs study authorized by the Regents of the
Unmniversity of California or by the Trustees of the
California State University, with notification to
the Commission (30 months before funding)

2 Needs study conducted by segmental staff with
appropriate participation by Commission staff
(29-19 months before funding)

3 Regents or Trustees approve new campus (18
months before funding)

4 Approval review by the Californmia Postsec-
ondary Education Commission (17-15 months
before funding)

5 Budget preparation by segmental staff (14-11
months before funding)

6 Budget approval by Regents or Trustees (10
months before funding)

7 Review by the Department of Finance (9-7
months before funding)

8 Consideration by the Legisiature (8-0 months
before funding)

9 Funding

California Community Colleges

1 Needs study authorized by the local district
board with notification to the Board of Gover-
nors and the Commission (32 months before
funding)
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2 Needs study conducted by the district staff with
appropriate participation by staff from the
Board of Governors and the Commission (31-21
months before funding)

3 Local board approves campus (20 months before
funding)

4 Approval review by the Board of Governors (19-
18 months before funding)

9 Approval review by the California Postsecon-
dary Education Commission (17-16 months be-
fore funding)

6 Budget preparation by the Board of Governors’
staff and the Department of Finance review (15-
3 months before funding)

7 Consideration by the Legislature (3-0 months
before funding)

B Funding

Schedule for new off-campus centers

University of California
and Califorma State University

1 Needs study authorized by the segment with no-
tification to the Commission (12 months before
funding)

2 Needs study conducted by segmental staff with
appropriate participation by Commission staff
(11-9 months before funding)

3 Regents or Trustees approve new off-campus
center (9 months before funding)

4 Review by the Califormia Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commission (8-6 months before funding)

5 Budget preparation by segmental staff (8-6
months before funding)

6 Review by the Department of Finance (6-3
months before funding)

7 Consiuderation by the Legislature (3-0 months
before funding)



8 Funding 5 Approval review by the Board of Governors (9
months before funding)

California Community Colleges 6 Needs study submitted to the California Post-
secondary Education Commission (8 months be-

1 Needs study authorized by local district board fore funding)

with notification to the Board of Governors and

the Commission (18-16 months before funding) 7 Approval review by the Califormia Postsecon-

dary Education Comrussion (8-8 months before

2 Needs study conducted by district staff with ap- funding)

propriate participation by staff from the Board
of Governors and the Commission (15-13 8 Budget preparation by the Board of Governors
months before funding) and review by the Department of Finance (8-3

months before funding)
3 Local board approves off-campus center (12-11

months before funding) 9 Consideration by the Legislature (3-0 months
before funding)
4 Needs study submitted to the Board of Gover-
nors (9 months before funding) 10 Funding
5%
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Appendix B
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

A Sl

s
v

RAKERSFIELD - CHIOD - DOMINGUEZ HILLS - FAESNO - FULLERTON « HAYWARD - HUMBOLDT
POMONA - SACRAMENTO - SAN BERNARDING - SAN DIEGO - SAM FRANCISCO - SAN JOSE

= LONG BEACH - LOS ANGELES - MORTHRIDGE
= SAN LIRS OBIIO - SONOMA - STANISLAUS

e

OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR
(213) 590- 5515
September 26, 1988

Dr. William H. Pickens, Director

California Postsecondary Education
Commission

1020 12th Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Bill:

I am pleased to transmit formally to you a proposal to establish
on a permanent basis the San Diego State University, North County
Center, on a State-owned site in San Marcos. It is anticipated
that an initial complement of facilities will be placed on that
site as soon as practicable.

The proposal demonstrates the ways in which the proposed perma-
nent center meets the criteria approved by the CSU Board of
Trustees in January 1986, and as accepted by the Commission in
June 1986. These new criteria were called for in 1985 legisla-
tion, specifically SB 1060, SB 1103 and SB 785.

We have endeavored to keep you ‘informed of the step-by-step
process we have followed in, first, assessing the educational
needs and demographic trends of North County; second, determining
the potential need for a permanent site; third, advertising for
and evaluation of sites; and, fourth, beginning discussions which
are intended to lead to possible purchase by the State of a
specific site.

In the CSU 1987-88 capital outlay request, funds are being sought
to enable site purchase. Initial facility planning funds are
being requested, as well as funds to support initial program
planning efforts.

The California Postsecondary Education Commission in 1978

endorsed establishment of the North County Center in Ileased
facilities. We are now at a point in the evolution of meeting
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Dr. William H. Pickens -2- September 26, 1986

the growing needs of the North County San Diego area when the
need for permanent facilities on a State-owned site requires
consideration and recognition.

We look forward to working with you as the Commission discharges
its responsibilities pursuant to Education Code Section 66904.

This office, President Day and the campus staff stand ready to
respond to questions you and the Commission may have during your

review process.
Sincerely
Q%f &u‘(

_John M. Smart
Deputy Provost

JMS:pfz

cc: Dr. W. Ann Reynolds
Dr. Thomas B. Day
Dr. William E. Vandament
Mr. Mayer Chapman
Mr. Harry Harmon
Dr. Richard Rush
Dr. Anthony J. Moye
Dr. Ralph D. Mills



LONG BEACH LOS ANGELES - NORTHRIDGE

FRESNOQ - FULLERTON - HAYWARD HUMBOLDT
PouGA  SACRAMENTO  SAN RERNARD SAN LUIS OBISPO SOMNOMA STANISLAUS

POMONA SACRAMENTO SAN BERNARDINO SAN DIEGO - SAN FRANCISCO SAN JOSE

OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR
(213} 590-
5501 August 25, 1988

Dr. Kenneth B. O'Brien

Acting Director

California Postsecondary
Education Commission

1020 Twelfth Street, Third Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814-3585

Dear Director Q'Brien:

I am pleased to submit for Commission review the enclosed
"Report to the Legislature and California Postsecondary
Education Commission on the Feasibility of Establishing a Full-
Service California State University Campus in North San Diego
County".

The conclusions of the Report were reviewed with our Board of
Trustee's at their July, 1988 meeting. Following the review
the Board adopted the following resolution:

Resolved, By the Board of Trustees of the California
State University, that the Board accepts and endorses,
in principle, the report entitled Feasibilitv of
Establishina a Full-Service Campus in North San Diedo
County and recommends to the Chancellor that ¢the
report be submitted to the California Postsecondary
Education Conmission and the Joint Legislative Budget
Committee as specified in the 1987-88 Pudget Act.

We are forwarding cthe proposal at this time in full awareness
of the recently initiated efforts of both the Commission and
the State University in the area of long range planning. It
is our considered opinion that the case for a campus at San
Marcos 1s sufficiently strong that 1t would emerge as the top
priority item from our long run growth study. Toc delay the
proposal until after the completion of that study would cause
an unacceptable :interruption in the necessary planning that
must be accomplished@ to bring the campus 1nto existence.

We are aware of the workload pressures on Commissioh staff.
We would, nevertheless, appreciate an early decision on tnis
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Dr. Kenneth B. Q'Brien
August 25, 1988
Page 2

item so that we can proceed with the planning activities
alluded to above. For example, as noted in the Report, in
order to meet the enrollment projection for a full-gervice
campus in the mid-1990's, we will need to begin planning for a
second round of buildings in our next budget cycle.

The staff in my office are available to provide any assistance
you may require in the review process.

Sincerely,

0 G 067,

W. Ann Reynolds
Chancellor

WAR : pg
Enclosure (5 copies)

cc: Vice Chancellors (w/o enclosure)
President Thomas B. Day
Mr. Richard Rush
Dr. Anthony J. Moye
Dr. Frank I. Jewett
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Summary and Conclusions

The North County Center (NCC) of San Diego State University started in 1979 i1n
the city of Vista, offering upper division and graduate programs to approximately
150 students. Enrollment has grown to 1,256 students (approx 500 FTE) m Spring
of 1988 The center has operated 1n leased quarters in San Marcos since 1982

Property has been purchased in San Marcos for permanent facilities for the NCC
The scheduled occupancy date 1s Fall 1992 The imitial complement of buildings will
provide the center with a capacity of 2,100 FTE students

The present study s 1n response to Budget Act language requinng a feasibility study
for a full-service campus at the NCC site 1n San Marcos. In format, ths study responds
to the critena that the Califorma Postsecondary Education Commission uses 1n
reviewing proposals for new campuses.

Thus study examines population, enrollment, and campus capacity projections at the
state and regonal levels before turrung to a discussion of a campus at the San Marcos
site. Based upon Department of Finance projections, Califorma wall add approxunately
16 million people between 1980 and the year 2020 The CSU system will have to add
capacity buildings to accommodate growth of enrollments of approximately 60,000
FTE students mn the next 22 vears (to 2010)

All major population regions of the state are projected to have substantial poputation
growth All of these regions contain at least one CSU campus. All of the CSU campuses
n the regions have expansion potential (capacity to build more buildings) to
accommodate enrollment growth except one. San Diego State Umiversity, the only
CSU campus 1n the Southernmost regron (San Diego and Impenal countes), 1s at its
Master Plan ceiing It has no expansion potential

A large amount of the population growth 1n the Southernmost region 1s 1n North San
Diego County. The San Marcos site for the permanent facilities of the North County
Center is located in the middle of this growth area

Projections for a full-service campus at the San Marcos site show an enrollment of
over 5,000 FTE (7,300 individual students) in the year 2000 (Of this total,
approximately 1,600 are lower division students, 3,200 are upper division, and 2,500
are graduate and postbaccalaureate students.) This projection 1s based upon
participation rates and student workload factors from five of the smaller CSU campuses
applied to population projections for the North County Service Area 1n Northern San
Diego County

A full-service campus at the San Marcos site 1s feasible If authorized to commence
operatons 1n the mid-1990s, such a campus, building upon the North County Center's
enrollment foundation, 1s projected to have an enroliment of 2,800 FTE m 1995 and
5.000 FTE m 2000

Such a campus 15 fully justified wathin the mission of the CSU to provide instruction
through the bachelor’s and master’s degrees It would serve a large and growing regional
population, the bulk of whom, for reasons of family and work commitments. would
not otherwise have such an opportunity

69



70

10

11

12

v

The San Marcos campus would help reduce enrollment pressures at San Diego State
University, which 1s currently at its Master Plan enrollment celing of 25,000 FTE

It appears that the San Marcos campus would have a mnor effect upon enroliment
at neighboring Commumty College or Umversitv of Califorma campuses. There are
two main reasons for this result. First, all campuses in the region will share 1n the
enrollment growth associated with the regional population growth The effect of the
San Marcos campus would be to slow the growth rate of neighboring institutions.
Second, the projections for the San Marcos campus, based upon local participation
rates at other CSU campuses, are relatively modest through the turn of the century

The three independent universities in the area were 1wvited to comment on the San
Marcos proposal, The Umversity of San Diego expressed concern that a full-service
campus at San Marcos would have a negative effect upon their own enrollment They
suggested that an increase 1n scholarship funding to allow students to attend private
institutions would be a preferable alternative.

A set of “phased growth” FTE projections 1s provided herein. These projections show
how the FTE at the North County Center will grow from where 1t 1s now, 500 FTE
1n 1888 to over 5,000 FTE 1n the year 2000, based upon development of a full-service
campus during the decade of the 1990s (If this project 1s approved by the CSU Board
of Trustees and CPEC, a set of “phased growth” FTE projections should be adopted
by the CSU as enrollment alloeations for budget purposes.)

The “phased growth” FTE projections show a need for a second complement of capacity
buildings for the campus 1n 1995 In order for this capacity to be available 1n 1995,
planning for 1t should begin 1n 1988

After making the transition from the North County Center to a full-service campus,
San Marcos has the potential in the early part of the 21st century to become a major
umversity, enrolhng 15,000 to 20,000 students

As a full-service campus, San Marcos will admit lower division, upper division, post-
baccalaureate and graduate students A full range of bachelor’s degree programs
(approximately 30) and graduate programs through the master's degree and potentiallv
jomnt doctorate (12) will be offered The campus will also offer teaching credential
programs and a general education program

Full-service campus status at San Marcos should begin in 1995-96 with the admission
of lower division students after the North County Center has occupied its permanent
facilities

Admission of lower division students will be accomplished with careful attention so
as to minumize 1ts impact upon neighboring Commumty Colleges The admimistration
of the San Marcos campus should continue the benefieal practice of the North Countv
Center of regularly consulting with MiraCosta and Palomar Colleges regarding topics
of mutual interest.
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Introduction

Budget Act Language
Thas report 1s in response to language contained in the 1987-88 Budget Act which states,

Within two years of the acquisition of the property for the off-campus center
in North San Dhego County, the California State University shall submut to the
Legislature and the Califorma Postsecondary Education Commussion an analysis
of the feasibility of establishing a full-service campus at this site This analysis
shall also include the effects that establishment of a full-service campus would
have on (1) the other Californma State University campuses, (2) the Unmiversity
of California campuses, and (3) the Califorma Commumty Colleges. It 1s the
intent of the Legislature that, if 1t 15 deterrmned a full-service campus 1s not to
be established in this location, the addihonal property acquired to accommodate
a full-service campus shall be declared surplus and sold

The question of establishing a new Califorma State University campus 1s large and complex

As a means of separating issues to be addressed, 1t 1s unportant to disingush the feasibility
question (1.e , Is 1t reasonable to propose a new full-service campus at a specific location?)
from the implementation question (i.e., How would 1ts development be scheduled and
budgeted?). While recognizing that the questions are separate it 15 also obvious that they
are interdependent. The primary intent of this report 1s to address the feasibility question.

The question of feasibility has statewide, regional and local aspects In what follows all
three levels are discussed, starting at the statewide level

A substantial effort has been devoted to the topic of planmng for hugher education in Califor-
ma A bnef summary of these efforts is provided as general background to the report

The Califorma Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) reviews and makes recom-
mendations on all proposals for new campuses and off-campus centers. The Commussion’s
review is based upon criteria adopted for this purpose. Although the present study was
legstatively mandated 1n conjunction with the purchase of the property 1n north San Diego
county, 1t 1s appropnate that the cnitenia be addressed herein because of CPEC’s role 1n
review and recommendation on such proposals An additional consideration 1s that CPEC
has already recommended favorably regarding the acquusition of property and the establish-
ment of permanent faciities for the North County Center.

A large amount of matenals already exist regarding the North County Center of San Diego
State Umversity These materials are reviewed and incorporated 1n the report as appropnate

Committee Structure

To produce this report, the CSU hired a Special Assistant to Academic Affairs, Resources,
appointed a broadly based Advisory Commttee and an 1n-house Worlkang Group

The membership of the “Advisory Committee for a Full-Service Campus 1n North San Diego
County” included representatives from the local commumty, the University of Califormua,
and the Commumty Colleges, as well as San Dhego State Umversity and the CSU Chancellor’s
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Office. Observers from the Califorma Postsecondary Education Commussion, the Depart-
ment of Finance and the Legislative Analyst's Office were also involved (see the list below)
The purpose of the commuttee was to provide an opportumty for the community and the
nerghboring campuses to become informed about the feasibility study and to provide their
nput to 1t. The committee met in San Marcos 1n April, june, and August of 1988,

The Special Assistant’s asignment was to review relevant documents on the North San Diego
County project, obtain the necessary data and draft the feasibility study

The “North County Workang Group” consisted of staff from the Chancellor’s Office and
the North County Center of San Diego State University (see the list below) The Working

Group’s charge was to provide advice and review of the studv The group met 1n December
1987 and January and Apnl of 1988,

Aduvisory Commaitee for a Full-Service Campus in North San Diego County
Commuttee Members:

Dr. George Boggs, President, Palomar College (represented by Dr Jan Moser, Vice President
for Academic Affairs)

Dr Harry Brakebill, Executive Vice Chancellor, CSU, retired

Dr Herbert L Carter, Executive Vice Chancellor, CSU, Chair of the Committee

Honorable William A. Craven, State Senator (represented by Ms. Carol Cox)

Dr. Robert W. Gill, Executive Assistant to the Chancellor, University of Califorma,
Riverside

Dr. Deon Holt, President, MiraCosta College

Dr. Albert Johnson, Vice President, San Diego State University

Dr. Joyce Justice, Director of Educational Relations, University of Califorma

Dr Lee R. Kerschner, Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, CSU

Mr. Louis V Messner, Assistant Vice Chancellor, Budget Planning and Administration,
CsuU

The Honorable Lee Thibadeau, Mavor, San Marcos

Observers.

Ms Judith Day, Education Systems, Department of Finance
Ms Mary Heim, Population Research Unit, Department of Finance
Mr William L. Storey, Assistant Director, Califorma Postsecondarv Education Commussion

Chancellor’'s Office Staff

Ms Shella Chaffin, Assistant Vice Chancellor, Physical Planming and Development
Dr Frank Jewett, Special Assistant, Academic Affairs, Resources

Dr Anthony ] Moye, Deputy Vice Chancellor, Academic Affairs, Resources

Dr. John M. Smart, Vice Chancellor for University Affairs

North County Working Group

Dr. Ralph Bigelow, Director, Analytic Studies

Dr Sally Casanova, State University Dean. Academic Affairs, Programs

Mr Wilham Chatham, Chief of Planning, Physical Planning and Development
Dr Thomas C Harrs, Director, Library Affairs



Dr Judith Hunt, State University Dean, Faculty Affairs

Dr Frank Jewett, Special Assistant, Academic Affairs, Resources

Mr. William G. Knight, Assistant General Counsel

Dr Anthony ] Moye, Deputy Vice Chancellor, Academic Affairs, Resources, Chair of
the Worlang Group

Mr. John R Richards, Principal Budget Analyst, Budget Planmung and Administration

Dr Richard R. Rush, Dean, North County Center, San Diego State University

Dr. John M Smart, Vice Chancellor for Umversity Affairs

Mr. Charles H Wilmot, Associate for Resource Planning, Academic Affairs, Resources
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I. Planning for Higher Education in California

The Master Plan

California has always had a strong commitment to public higher education This commit-
ment, coupled with the state’s population growth, has led to major efforts within state
government to anticipate and plan for the development of public higher education

Such efforts date back at least to 1899, when the Califormia Educational Commission was
created to study and make recommendations regarding the state’s educational program
Other studies and reports followed a “Study by a Joint Commuttee of the Legislature”
(1919), “State Higher Education 1 Califorma” (1932), “A Report of a Survey of the Needs
of Califorma in Higher Education”™ (1947), “A Restudy of the Needs of Califorrua 1in Higher
Education” (1955), and “The Need for Additional Centers of Public Higher Education 1n
Califorma™ (1957)

Much of these efforts culminated 1n the Master Plan for Higher Education m Califorma,
1960-1975 published 1n 1960. The Master Plan established the structure and characteristics
for Califorma’s hugher education system: the three public segments (the Calformia Com-
mumnty Colleges, the California State University system, the Umversity of Califorma), the
independent institutions, and a new advisory body, the Coordinating Council for Higher
Education.

Reviews following the Master Plan included a Joint Legislabve Committee Study (1967-69),
a Select Committee on the Master Plan (1971) and another Joint Legislative Commaittee
Study (1972-73). Generally, the Master Plan structure was reaffirmed 1n these reviews except
for one major change that replaced the Coordinating Council wath the Califorma Post-
secondary Education Commission. Concerns that were noted 1n these various reviews
included making hugher education more accessible for minorities, making coordinated plau-
ning and development a reality, making more effective use of resources to instruct students,
promoting research, and promoting service to the communities of the state (Challenge of
Achigevement, staff report of Joint Legslative Commttee on Higher Education, 1969,

page 4).
The Master Plan Renewed

Responding primanly to concerns about the future of the Communty Colleges, in 1984
the Legslature called for a comprehensive review of the Master Plan. To facilitate this
review they established the Commuission for the Review of the Master Plan and a new Jont
Legislative Commuttee on the Master Plan. The Commission’s report, The Master Plan
Renewed: Umty, Equity, Quality and Efficiency in California Postsecondary Education
(1987), 1s worth quoting at some length:

A wital, comprehensive, accessible, and excellent educational system 1s essential
to the cultural, political, and economic health of a nation or state Educational
institutions provide the basic and specialized training necessary for an advanced
workforce They help to establish the common values underlying a stable,
responsive political system, They nurture the creative talents essential to cultural
richness and to scientific advance
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California has a population that 1s exceedingly nich 1n ethmuc and cultural diversity
This diversity 1s a resource that must be carefully and sensitively developed to
ensure the continued success of our state as a society and as a world leader As
we approach the 21st century, our interaction with the rest of the world will
demand the entrepreneurship, multiple talents, language abilites, and understan-
ding of other cultures that a diverse society offers We believe our renowned svstem
of postsecondary education, working 1n concert with the public schools, s key
to developing that resource (page 1)

A hughly diverse, postindustnal society will demand ever more advanced
skalls in industry, commerce, agrniculture, finance, government, and other fields
It will demand, too, more firmly held common values and a deeper understanding
of the currents of social, cultural, and pohtical change that will continue to shape
the Lives of peoples and nations for centuries to come as they have for centuries past

Education obviously wall play a major role 1n determining how well we respond
to these challenges. Thus, the Master Plan must be renewed 1n several fundamental
ways It must mantain but also build upon the successful elements of the 1960
plan with major new provisions that respond to and meet new challenges To
this end, the Commission recommends changes that are directed toward the
achievement of four principal goals

*  Umty, to assure that all elements of the system work together 1n pursuit of
common educational goals,

*  Equty. to assure that all Califormans have unrestneted opportunuty to fulfill
their educational potential and aspirations,

¢ Quality, to assure .L.at excellence character..es every aspect of the system, and

*  Efficiency, to assure the most productive use of fimite financial and human
resources (pages J3-4)

(A useful summary of planning efforts in Califorma higher education 1s found 1n Background
Papers, the Master Plan Renewed, 1987, pages 1-8 )

The Master Plan Renewed 1s explicit about the umportance of higher education to Califor-
ma The state’s commitment to higher education has benefited the state 1n many wavs
There are social benefits that accrue to a better educated populace In addition, educated
individuals contribute more value to the economy, earming higher incomes and paving more
taxes, and expenence low er unemployment rates, placing lower demands on social services
provided by the government Califorma’s institutions of higher education are a basic
component of the state's dynamic economy

These institutions have played an important role in making the state what 1t 1s today Theyv
must continue to provide the education individuals need to develop, manage, and under-
stand our increasinglv complex society, thus continuing to affect what Califorma will become
1n the future



II. Preliminary Considerations

The California Postsecondary Education Commission: Its Role in Reviewing and
Recommending on New Campuses

The Califorma Postsecondary Education Commussion (CPEC) 1s required by the Education
Code to review proposals for new campuses and off-campus centers of pubhc postsecondary
education and to advise the Legislature and the Governor on the need for and location
of these new campuses and centers. The legislative intent 1s that no funds for the acquisi-
tion of sites or for the construction of new campuses or centers will be authorized by the
Legislature without the Commussion’s recommendation

The basic CPEC document which dates from 1976, “Guidelines and Procedures for the
Review of New Campuses and Off-Campus Centers,” 1s reproduced 1n Appendix A The
“Guidelines " include the following basic assumptions which CPEC makes for their
review of proposals for new campuses and off-campus centers:

*  The Umversity of Califorrua and the Califorma State University will continue to admit
every eligble undergraduate applicant, although the applicant may be subject to
redirection from the campus of first choice

¢  The Umversity of California plans and develops its campuses on the basis of statewide
need.

¢ The Califorma State Umiversity plans and develops its campuses on the basis of statewide
needs and special regional considerations

*  The Cahfornia Communty Colleges plan and develop their campuses and off-campus
centers on the basis of open enrollment for all students capable of benefiting from
the instruction and on the basis of local needs.

*  Planned enrollment capacities are established for and observed by all campuses of
public postsecondary education, These capacities are determined on the basis of
statewide and institutional economes, campus environment, limitations on campus
size, program and student mix, and internal orgamzation Planned capacities are
established by the governing boards of Communty College distncts (and reviewed
by the Board of Governors of the California Commumty Colleges), the Trustees of
the California State Umiversity, and the Regents of the University of Califorma These
capacities are subject to review and recommendation by the Commssion

The “Guidehnes” also include twelve eriteria adopted by the Commussion to serve as the
basis for their review of new campus proposals. Table 1 provides a summary statement
of the cniteria. This proposal represents the first opportumty for application of these cnitena
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Table 1

Summary of California Postsecondary Education Commission Criteria
for Review of Proposals for New Campuses

Enrollment projections sufficient to justify the new campus
Alternatives must be considered, 1ncluding,

a. An off-campus center,

b  Expansion of existing campuses, and

¢ Increased utilization of existing campuses

a  Other segments, institutions and the commumnty 1n which the campus 1s to be
located must be consulted

b Strong local interest must be demonstrated

(Refers to the University of Califorma — similar to #5 below )

Projected statew1ide enrollment demand on the CSU system should exceed the planned
enrollment capacity of existing campuses. If not, compelling regional needs must be
demonstrated

(Refers to Commumty Cblleges — similar to #5 above )

Must consider enrollment at all other neighboring campuses

(Refers to Community Colleges )

{Refers to Community Colleges )

Descnibe and justify the programs to be offered

Descnibe the physical, social and demographic characteristics of the locale

Access for the economically, educationally and socially disadvantaged must be
facilitated

Source Summanzed from Appendix A



The Requirements for This Report

The Budget Act language requining this present report and the Commussion’s critena for
new campuses, taken together, define the substantive content of the report Thus, 1t 1s
important to determine how the two are related

The Budget Act language (quoted 1n full in the Introduction) requires.
* . an analysis of the feasibility of establishing a full-service campus
¢ (an analysis of) the effects such a campus would have on

(1) the other Cahfornia State University campuses,

{2) the Umversity of Califorma campuses, and

(3) the Calfornia Commumty Colleges

The requirement for a feasibiity analysis 1s addressed directly by the comprehensive “Needs
Study” required by CPEC The requirement for an analysis of the effects of such a campus
on all the other public segment campuses is addressed directly by CPEC's new campus
criteria 3 and 7, critena 2 and 5 also have implications for this 1ssue (The CPEC cntena
include effects of the new campus upon the independent colleges and universities also )

The Plan of Work for This Report

A “Needs Study” based upon the CPEC criteria for a new campus could satisfy the Budget
Act reqlurements. The approach followed here 1s to address the CPEC cnitena, ever mindful
that the report must also be responsive to specific budget language.

Turming to the CPEC cnteria, an examination of Table 1 shows that four do not refer to
the CSU at all (4, 6, 8, and 9). Of the remaiming eight, criterion number 5 15 the most
comprehensive. It requires a long-run projection of CSU total enrollment and a comparison
of that enrollment with projected CSU total capacity This cniterion 1s addressed in
Chapter 3, “Statewide Projections” and Chapter 4, “Regional Distribution of Population
Compared to the Regional Distnbution of CSU Campus Capacaty.”

The seven remaiung critenia are all specific to a particular site, although number 2 has
implications that go beyond that Criteria numbers 1, 2, 3, 7, and 11 are pnmanly directed
to the feasibility question Numbers 10 and 12 are more in the nature of implementation
questions. All seven are addressed 1n Chapter 5, “A Full-Service Campus in North San Diego
County "
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III. Statewide Projections

California Population Projections

Califorma, the nation’s most populous state, 1s the third largest n geographic area Its
long north-south coastline, natural ports, fertile inland valleys, and mild climate have
produced a broadly diversified economy and some very large population concentrations

Since the first census m 1850, the state has consistently reported dramatic population growth.
The average annual compound growth rate from 1850 to 1980 is 1n excess of three percent

Such high growth rates have occurred because of the substantial net migration that adds
to the natural population increase due to the excess of births over deaths To take a recent
example, of the 4 million people added between 1980 and 1987, natural increase accounted
for 1.8 million. The remaiming 2 2 million came from net migration (Source Department
of Finance, Population Research Unit, Report 87 E-2).

Table 2 shows actual and projected population data for the period 1940 to 1980 and projected
population 1990 to 2020 Even though the rate of population growth shows a slowing trend
(which is projected mnto the future), the absolute changes still represent large numbers of
people (The slowing trend may be overstated. Although there is no question that the growth
rate siowed to 1 7 percent per year between 1970 and 1980, the decade of the energy cnsis,
there are indications that 1t has increased since then Based upon California Department
of Finance data (Report 87 E-2) the rate from 1980 to 1987 1s over 2 2 percent. Such resuits
can only be venfied, of course, by the 1990 census.)

Figure 1 shows a graph of Califorma’s population based upon census data from 1860 through
1980 and the Department of Finance projections for 1990 through 2020,

Table 2
Actual and Projected California Population, 1940-2020

Average Annual

Change in Compound Growth

Year* Population Population Rate
1940 6,907,387

1950 10,586,223 3,678,345 44%
1960 15,717,204 5,130,981 4.0
1970 19,971,069 4,253,865 2.4
1980 23,667,502 3,696,833 1.7
1980 28,771,200 5,103,298 2.0
2000 32,852,600 4,081,400 13
2010 36,031,920 3,179,320 09
2020 39,618,500 3,586,580 10

*1640-1980 are census data, 1980-2020 are projections

Source Department of Finance, Population Hesearch Unit, Report 88 P-3
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For purposes of planming in higher education, projections of the college-going age groups
are more important than those for the entire population The bulk of CSU students, approx-
imately 73 percent, are drawn from the 20-34 age group Of the remainder, 14 5 percent
are 18-19. Over 11 percent are 35-59. The age group 18-59 accounts for 99 2 percent of
CSU enrollment. (See Appendix B.)

Table 3 and Figure 2 show actual and projected Califorma population for two relevant
age groups: 20-34 and 18-59 These data illustrate the fact that the state's population 1s
aging They also illustrate that overall population data can obscure changes 1n the age struc-
ture that affect the size of certain age groups The maun college-going age group, 20-34,
15 actually projected to decline between 1990 and 2000 When 1t grows, 1t generally does
so at a rate slower than the overall population,

The more inclusive age group, 18-59, shows a more consistent growth pattern but 1t too
grows more slowly than the total population (The average annual compound growth rate
of the entire population for the period 1980-2020 1s projected to be 1 3 percent, for the
18-38 age group it 1s 1 1 percent; for the 20-34 age group 1t 1s 0 5 percent.)

Table 3
Actual and Projected California Population, Selected Age Groups,
1980-2020
AGE GROUP 20-34
Average Annual
Change in Compoind Growth

Year® Population Population Rate
1980 6,629,119
1990 7,003,761 374,642 06%
2000 6,503,204 -500,557 -0.7
2010 7,881,333 1,378,129 1
2020 8,225,752 344,419 04

Total Change 1980 — 2020 1,596,633 035

AGE GROUP 18-59

1980 13,934,937
1990 16,607,598 2,672,661 18
2000 19,116,297 2,508,699 14
2010 21,058,897 1,942,400 10
2020 21,414,397 355,700 02

Total Change 1980 — 2020 7,479,460 1.0

*1980 15 census, 1990-2020 are projections
Source  DOF/PRU, Report 86 P-3 More detailed data than those shown 10 Beport 86 P-3 were extracted from
computer files furnished to the CSU bv the Population Research Unit
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California State University Enrollment Projections

The next step 15 to focus upon the implications of the population projections for CSU
enrollments. The Department of Finance makes enrollment projections for all three segments
of Califorma public lugher education. Their projections for the CSU, therefore, take account
of enrollments in the California Community Colleges and the University of Califorma that
derive from the same population base

Table 4 provides actual and projected enrollments (headeount students) for the CSU system
The projections were made by the Population Research Unit of the Department of Finance,
The text accompanying the projections describes the effects of both decreases and increases
in the size of the college-going population:

Between Fall 1986 and Fall 1996, total enroliment 1s projected to gradually
ncrease to 344,700 students. Over the ten year projection period, undergraduate
enrollment 1s expected to increase through 1989, then gradually dechne, reflecting
the population trends of Califorma’s young adult population. In contrast, graduate
enrollment 1s projected to continue strong growth, increasing 13.65 percent
between Fall 1986 and Fall 1996 The enrollment projections assume that the
participation among Califormia’s population will continue to increase over the
next few years. If no increase in participation after 1986 were assumned, the enroll-
ment projections would be substantally lower, due to projected declines in the
state’s young adult population in the early 1990’s

After declimng the first half of the decade, this segment of the population 1s
expected to resume growth in the late 1990’s. Assuming that participation 1n 1996
were to remain stable through the year 2000, both undergraduate and graduate
enrollment would gradually increase, and total enrollment would reach 374,200
students. Extending this projection from the year 2000 to 2010, total enrollment
would reach an unprecedented 442,200 students, an 18 17 percent increase over
this ten year penod. While undergraduates and graduates would both increase,
the greatest numerical and percentage growth in this decade would be at the
undergraduate level

Source DOF/PRU, “Calforma State University, 1987 Projection Senes,” ID 195
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Table 4

Actual and Projected (Department of Finance) CSU Fall
Headcount Enrollments, 1980-2010

Total
Year Undergraduates Graduates Enrollment
1980 246,848 87,002 313,850
1985 262,759 61,867 324,626
1986 266,729 66,695 333,424
1987 273,987 68,789 342,776
1988 272,200 71,800 344,000
1989 273,200 73,300 346,500
1990 270,800 73,900 344,700
1991 271,100 74,300 345,400
1992 269,200 74,400 343,600
1993 268,200 74,500 342,700
1994 268,400 74,900 343.300
1995 268,300 75,300 343,600
1996 268,900 75,800 344,700
1997 272,300 76,300 348,600
1998 278,900 76,700 355,600
1999 287,900 77,100 365,000
2000 256,600 77,500 374,200
2001 304,600 78,500 383,100
2002 312,400 79,600 392,000
2003 321,500 80,800 402,300
2004 330,500 82,000 412,500
2005 337,000 83,300 420.300
2006 341,500 84,800 426,300
2007 345,400 86,500 431,900
2008 348,500 88.100 136,600
2009 350,900 89,600 440,500
2010 351,200 91,000 142,200

Note 1980-87 are reported (see CSU, Stanistical Report ¢2, various issues) 1987-2010 are projections made
bv Department of Finance, thev charactenze the projections for 1997-2010 as ‘extended projections "
Source DOF/PRU, ID 185
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Table 5 and Figure 3 show CSU enrollments for both headcount students and full-time
equivalent (FTE) students for five year intervals from 1950 through 2010 The values for
1950 through 1985 are based upon CSU expenience The FTE projections for 1990 through
2010 are denved from the enrollment projections by applying an average student load of
12.2 umts for undergraduate students (thus, one headcount student translates to 813 FTE
student, 12.2/15) and 7.7 umts for graduate students (or .513 FTE student, 7.7/15) These
student load factors are derived from Fall 1986 CSU enrollment data They are typical
of recent CSU experience.

Table 5

Reported and Projected CSU Enrollments:
Headcount and FTE Students

Headcount Fall FTE AY FTE
Year Students Students Students
1950 31,101 25,436 24,610
1955 54,612 40,275 40,134
1960 95,081 70,142 69,089
1965 154,927 117,316 116,362
1970 241,559 199,126 197,454
1975 310,891 235,811 220,642
1980 313,850 237,832 232,740
1985 324,626 247,998 242,252
1990 344,700 258,186 253,280
1995 343,600 256,871 251,990
2000 374,200 281,070 275,730
2005 420,300 316,854 310,834
2010 442,200 332,256 326,041

Note 1950-85 data are reported (see CSU, Statustscal Abstrace, 1987), 1990-2010 are projected Headcount
bv Department of Finance, Fall FTE as described in the text, AY FTE 15 98 1 percent of Fall FTE (this percentage
represents recent CSU expenence)
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California State University Enrollment Capacity and Projected Full-Time Equivalent
(FTE) Students (Criterion #5)

The FTE projections in Table 5 can be compared with CSU “enrollment capacity” measures
Such a comparison 15 necessary 1n order to address the Califorma Postsecondary Education
Commussion’s new campus cnterton 5 which states:

Projected statewide enrollment demand on the Califorma State Umiversity system
should exceed the planned enrollment capacity of existing State Umversity
campuses If statewide enrollment does not exceed the planned enrollment capacity
of the system, compelling regional needs must be demonstrated (Quoted from
Appendix A.)

Table 6 shows three measures of CSU campus capacity They are (in the order 1n which
they will be discussed) (1) “Master Plan ceiing,” (2) “lecture/laboratory capacity,” and
(3) “overall campus capacity ”

Master Plan ceiing refers to the FTE value a campus uses for planning purposes. Such
ceilings were adopted for the campuses in the early 1960s soon after the CSU system was
orgamized A rationale and explanation for such ceilings 1s found n the minutes of the Com-
mittee on Educational Policy of the CSU Board of Trustees (March 1. 1962, page 11)

For all the (campuses), the establishment of an ultimate enrollment ceiling 1s
important 1n determimung the nature and scope of 1ts Master Curricular Plan
Given an ulamate enrollment, the {campus) 1s 1n a much better posthon to plan
1ts particular mixture of courses and majors to accommodate that enrollment.

Just as an enrollment ceiling is important for educational planning, so also
is 1t important for the planmung of buildings and other facilities, given such a
celing with the outlines of the projected educational program, the campus master
archutects can approach the problems of land utilization and bullding design wath
greater reahsin and assurance that the facilities will proceed along reasonable
lines to meet the ulimate need

It 1s unportant to note that this planming concept apples to individual campuses The “system
total” shown in Table 6 15 merely the sum of the campus’ Master Flan ceilings

95



96

20

Table 6
California State University FTE Capacity Measures
1988-89
Overall
Lecture/Lab Campus Budgeted Master
Capacity Capacity AY FTE*® Plan
Campus 1988-89 1988-89 1988-89 Ceiling
Bakersfield 3,009 3,339 3,500 12,000
Chico 11,589 12,515 13,500 14,000
Dominguez Hills 6,602 7,306 5,855 20,000
Fresno 12,795 13,803 15,400 20,000
Fullerton** 14,010 14,716 16,900 20,000
Hayward** 11,302 12,127 8,025 18,000
Humboldt 5,997 6,830 5,750 10,000
Long Beach 20,177 21,397 23,800 25,000
Los Angeles 18,913 20,424 13,550 25,000
Northnidge** 17,353 18,382 20,635 25,000
Pomona 12,361 12,889 14,150 20,000
Sacramento 15,177 16,302 18,250 25,000
San Bernardino™* 4,054 4,373 6,480 12,000
San Diego** 22,913 24,350 25,000 25,000
San Francisco** 16,221 17,461 19,138 20,000
San Jose 18,613 19,928 20,000 25,000
San Lws Obispo 12,853 13,747 14,300 15,000
Sonoma 5,289 5,976 4,600 10,000
Stanislaus** 3,474 3,834 3,556 12,000
Campus Totals 232,882 249,679 252.189 353,000
North County Center 800
Other Authorized OCC 1,866
SYSTEM TOTAL 254,855

*Academic Year FTE
**Main campus only
Sources “Lecture/Lab Capacity 1987-88" from CSU, PP&D “Summarv of Campus Capacitv,” October 1987
“Budgeted FTE 1588-89, ' from CSU, AS memo 88-03 ‘Master Plan Celling,” from CSU, “Capital OQutlay
Program 1988-39 ” The dentvation of “overall campus capacitv” 15 descnbed 1n the text

Lecture/lab capactty measures the FTE students that can be accommodated 1n lecture rooms
and class laboratones based upon state mandated utilization standards (The Califormia
Postsecondary Education Commussion 1n 1its preliminary study, “Tune and Terntory,” 1986,
found these standards to be among the hughest among these states that have such standards

(pages 63-84) CPEC 15 continwng 1its study of space utihzation standards as Phase II of
“Time and Terntory ") Lecture/lab capacity FTE 15 a physical planmng concept In
particular, 1t 1s the key criterion for budgeting additional capacity buildings for a campus
when projected lecture/lab FTE exceeds lectureslab capacity
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Overall campus capacity 1s lecture/lab capacity plus FTE 1n courses that do not use capacity
space (clinmcal practice, performance courses, student teaching, independent study, etc )
For example, overall campus capacity at CSU, Bakersfield is calculated as follows. lecture/
lab capacity from Table 6 1s 3,099 FTE The campus’ experience 1s 7 2 percent of FTE
15 1n courses that do not use capacity space. The lecture/lab FTE of 3,099 would, therefore,
represent 92.8 percent of the campus total FTE if the campus were at 1ts overall capacity
Thus, overall capacity is 3,339 FTE (= 3,099/ 928).

Overall campus capacity 1s the appropnate capacity measure to use for planning purposes
It 1s comparable to budgeted FTE (which 1s also shown 1n Table 6) and projected FTE
as shown 1n Tabie 5

Three conclusions can be drawn from Table 6: (1) no campus 15 budgeted exactly at 1its
overall capacity FTE, several are budgeted above, several are budgeted below; (2) from
a systemwide perspective budgeted FTE 1n 1988-89 s approximately 1 percent greater than
total overall campus capacity; (3) most campuses have expansion potential 1n the sense
that their Master Plan ceilings exceed their current overall capacihes (It should be noted
that new buldings must be constructed to add to a campus’ overall capacity.) Three
campuses, Chico, San Francisco and San Liuus Obispo, are less than 1,000 FTE from their
Master Plan celings One campus, San Diego, 1s at its ceiing

Table 7 shows the same systemwide totals as derived 1n Table 6 for vears 1987-88 through
1994-95 The campus data that underhe these totals are found 1n Appendix C

Table 7

California State University FTE Capacity Measures
System Totals 1987-88 through 1994-95

Overall Budgeted/
Lecture/Lab Campus Allocated Master Plan

Year Capacity Capacity AY FTE Ceiling
1987-88 230,131 246,744 251,793° 353,000
1988-89 232,882 249,680 254,855 353,000
1988-90 232,781 249,545 257.700 353,000
1990-91 242,130 259,546 259,500 353,000
1991-92 247,442 265,198 260.700 353,000
1992-93 250,925 268,895 261,550 353,000
1993-94 248,359 266,170 261,650 353,000
1994-95 not avail not avail. 262,700 353,000

*Calculated, based upon preliminarv reports
Source See Table 6
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Figure 4 summanzes the vanious systemwide totals:

Projected total overall campus capacity for 1987-88 through 1994-95 (Table 7)
The systemwide Master Plan cetling (Table 7)
Budgeted academic year FTE (Table 7)

Projected academmc year FTE students for 1987 through 2010 (based on Tables 4 and 3)

It illustrates several points

1

The CSU 1s budgeted somewhat above 1ts capacity for 1987-88 through 1989-90 In
1990-81 budgeted FTE and overall capacity will be almost equal Overall capacity
then exceeds budgeted FTE through 1993-94.

The “jump™ that occurs between projected FTE and overall capacity dlustrates the
fact that capacity FTE comes in relatively large “doses” when new buildings become
available. Because of this and uncertainties involved m vear-to-vear enrollment levels,
1t 1s practically impossible to obtain a perfect match between capacity and enrollments
In any given year

The difference between the Master Plan ceiling (topmost lme) and the overall capacity
line represents the remaimung expansion potential of the 19 CSU campuses The
projected FTE line compared to the overall capacity line is an indication of the add-
tional capacity that will need to be built n the future

The official CSU budgeted FTE values for 1988-89 through 1994-95 shown 1n Table 7
are higher than the long-run FTE projections shown 1n Table 5 As can be seen 1n
Figure 4, the difference between the two series grows over time, exceeding 10,000
FTE in 1994-95. Part of the difference arises because the Department of Finance head-
count enrollment projections currently available (July 1988) do not incorporate Fall
1987 data Another source of difference lies in the alternative methodologes used
{The CSU and the Department of Finance are currently holding discusstons on this
topic )
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In summary-

1.

The CSU, as a system, 1s currently at its overall FTE enrollment capacity, academic
year budgeted FTE, 1988-89, 1s 254,855 (including 2,666 at authorized off-campus
centers), overall campus capacity is 249,679 Some campuses are budgeted over-
capacity, others under-capacity (see Table 6)

Based upon current Department of Finance headcount enrollment projections, the
CSU projects approximately 326,000 FTE wn 2010 (see Table 5)

The total Master Plan celling for the 19 CSU campuses 1s 353,000 FTE The system
has sufficient expansion potential to accommodate projected FTE through 2010 (see
Tables 5 and 6 and Figure 4) Thus expansion will, of course, require building additional
capacity space.

The CSU system 1s projected to grow through 2010 beyond 1ts existing and budgeted
FTE enrollment capacity (see Tables 5 and 6 and Figure 4), Using 266,170 FTE 1n
1993-94 as the overall capacity measure, in 1995 there could be a surplus of capaaity
over projected FTE of 3,470 based on CSU budget projections; based on the Depart-
ment of Finance’s enrollment projections in Table 5, the surplus 1s 14,180; 1n 2000
the shortage of capacity relative to projected 1s 9,560 FTE, in 2005 the shortage 1s
44,664, In 2010 it 1s 59,871 FTE. Thus projected growth could be more than sufficient
to justify development of another full-service CSU campus, depending upon where
the capacity 1s needed. Capacity should be added where 1t can best serve the educational
needs of the state’s population.

The question of where additional capacity will be needed 15 addressed in the next section
which examines the regional distribution of the state’s population and the locations
of the existing CSU campuses
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IV. Regional Distribution of Population Compared to the
Regional Distribution of CSU Campus Capacity

The siting of any new campus must take account of the location of the population as well
as the location of existing campuses. Figure 5 1s a population density map of California
based upon the 1980 census Figure 6 shows the counties of the state and the locations of
the existing 19 CSU campuses

Overlaid on both Figures 1s the outline of five major population regions of the state These
regions are broadly defined to include populous counties and counties adjacent to populous
counties. Table 8 shows the specific counties that comprise the regions. The regions do
not include the entire state; in particular, the relatively sparsely populated and 1solated
eastern, northern, and coastal counties are excluded

Table 9 shows the 1980 census population of these regions for age groups 20-34 and 18-39
and projected values for 1990, 2000, 2010, and 2020. Absolute changes and average annual
compound growth rates are also shown

Table 10 compares summary regional population data for the most inclusive age group,
18-59 (from Table 9), with data for the campuses in each region (from Table 8) The campus
data include 1988-89 budgeted FTE students, overall campus capacity FTE 1988-89, and
Master Plan ceilings.
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Figure 5
California Popuiation Density, 1980 Census
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Figure 6
California Counties and CSU Campuses
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Table 8
Major Population Regions of California

NORTH VALLEY (1)

Amador, Butte, Calaveras, Colusa, El Dorado, Glenn, Mariposa, Merced, Nevada, Placer,
Sacramento, San Joaquin, Shasta, Sierra, Stanislaus, Sutter, Tehama, Tuolumne, Yolo,
and Yuba counties This region includes the northern portion of the central valley and the
population centers located along the I-5 and Highway 99 corndors

SOUTH VALLEY (2)

Fresno, Kern, Kings, Madera, and Tulare counties. Thus region includes the southern portion
of the central valley The north-south dividing line was chosen to pass through a relatively
sparsely populated area along the northern boundanes of Fresno and Madera counties
BAY AREA (3)

Alameda, Contra Costa, Mann, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz,
Solano, and Sonoma counties This region 1s composed of the counties around San Francisco
Bayv.

SOUTH BASIN (4)

Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura counties This region includes
the counties that hie along the east-west corridor of the Los Angeles Basin,

SOUTHERNMOST (5)

Impenal and San Diego counties, the southernmost counties of the state
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Table 9

Actual and Projected Population Age Groups for Major
Population Regions, 1980-2020

Pop. Annual Pop. Annual
Region Age 20-34 Chg. % Chg. Age 18-50 Chg % Chg,
NORTH VALLEY
1980 848,472 1,288,401
(1) 1990 771,990 123,518 178 1,799,290 410,889 2 63
2000 786,189 14,179 018 2,241,680 442,370 222
2010 993,841 207,672 237 2,617,209 375,349 1 56
2020 1,067,547 73,706 072 2,800,049 182,840 0 68
SOUTH VALLEY
1980 340,729 718,206
{2) 1990 408,034 67,305 182 917,529 199,323 248
2000 423,755 15,721 038 1,140,226 222,697 220
2010 551,411 127,856 2 67 1,358,576 218,350 177
2020 593,893 42,482 074 1,485,382 126,806 090
BAY AREA
1980 1,537,111 3,253,244
{3) 1990 1,522,195 (14,9186) 010 3,744,330 491,086 142
2000 1,295,551 (226,644) -1.60 4,064,754 320,424 082
2010 1,456,846 161,295 1.18 4,202,553 137,799 033
2020 1,519,562 62,718 042 4,107,105 (95,448) 023
SOUTH BASIN
1980 3,182,814 6,742,351
{4) 1980 3,258,595 75,781 024 7,803,802 1,061,451 147
2000 2,988,467 (269,128) -0 86 8,865,182 1,061,380 128
2010 3,723,232 733,785 222 9,728,092 862,910 093
2020 3,808,799 85,567 023 9,810,582 82,490 008
SOUTHERNMOST
1880 593,033 1,173,064
't5)) 1990 677,360 84,325 134 1,499,300 326,236 2 48
2000 656,002 (21,358) 032 1,7 7 024 297,724 183
2010 762,833 106 831 152 2,042,540 245,516 129
2020 824,291 61 458 078 2,098.132 55,592 027
ALL OTHER
1980 326,958 659,671
1990 365,587 38,629 112 843,347 183,676 249
2000 352,260 (13,327) 037 1,007,451 164,104 179
2010 393,170 40,910 110 1,109,727 102,276 097
2020 411,660 18,490 0 46 1,113,129 3,402 003
STATE TOTAL
1980 6,629,119 13,934,937
1950 7,003,761 374,642 055 16,607 598 2,672,661 177
2000 6,503,204 {500,557) 074 19,116,297 2,508,699 142
2010 7,881,333 1,378,129 194 21,058,697 1,942,400 097
2020 8,225,752 344,419 043 21,414.379 355,682 017

Source DOF/PRU, ‘Population Projections for Califorua Countres 1989-2020, w/Age and Sex Detal to 2020,' Baseline
1888, Report 86 P-3
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The North Valley 18-59 population is projected to more than double in the forty-year period
1980-2020. The three CSU campuses 1n the region are currently budgeted somewhat above
their overall capacity, but they still can add approximately 16,000 FTE before reaching
their current Master Plan ceilings

The 18-59 population of the South Valley region is also projected to double between 1980
and 2020 The two CSU campuses in the region are budgeted above their 1987-88 overall

capacity, but both have growing room 1n terms of their Master Plan ceithngs (approximately
15,000 FTE).

The Bay Area region shows the smallest projected growth of the five regions discussed here.
The four campuses 1n the region, 1n total, are budgeted below their overall capacity 1n
1987-88 They have expansion potential relative to their Master Plan capacity of approxi-

mately 17,000 FTE

The South Basin region 1s projected to add over twice as much population in the 18-59
age group (over 3 million) as any other region The seven CSU campuses are budgeted
for 1987-88 at their total overall capacity In terms of total Master Plan capacity there
15 growth potential of approximately 46,000 FTE

The Southernmost region projects a growth of the 18-59 population of almest 1 million
people The single CSU campus 1n the region (San Diego State) 15 currently budgeted at
its Master Plan ceiling. This campus 15 also budgeted at its Master Plan capacity, it has
no room for expansion.

The Southernmost region 1s the only part of the state with a large projected population
growth but no expansion potential in terms of the single CSU campus Within the Southern-
most region, the north San Diego county area has accounted for a large part of the region’s
population growth It is this sub-region 1n north San Diego county that 1s proposed as the
site of a new full-service CSU campus (This sub-region and 1its population as of the 1980
census shows very clearly in Figure 5 1n the mid-coastal part of San Diego countv )

Figure 7 lllustrates the comparison between projected regional population growth and CSU
expansion potential, In Figure 7 the left bar for each region represents the projected change
in the 18-59 population from Table 10 The right bar shows the expansion potential (Master
Plan ceilling FTE less 1988-89 budgeted FTE) for the campuses in the region, e g , the
North Valley region has projected 18-59 population growth of 1 4 million and expansion
potential of about 16,000 FTE (Note that the expansion potental for the region 1s multiphed
by ten so 1t can be seen on the graph )

The CSU undertock a statewide study in 1984 to determine whether there were any
geographical areas potentally 1n need of additional CSU services, “Report to the Chancellor
on Geographical Areas Potentially in Need of CSU Services,” Long Beach, 1885 Ths study
provides supporting evidence of the need for a full-service campus 1n North San Diego
County

The study was prompted by several concerns including the effects of population growth
and a related interest in offering more off-campus instruction There was a dehiberate effort
to consider the 1ssue from a statewide perspective
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Table 10

Regional Populations (Age 18-59) and CSU Campus Data

Remon
NORTH VALLEY (1)

pop 1980 1,388,401
2020 2,800,049
40 vr chg 1,411,648

SOUTH VALLEY (2

pop 1980 718,206
2020 1,485,382

40 yr chg. 787,176

BAY AREA (3)

pop 1980 3,253,244
2020 4,107,105

40 yr chg 853,861

SOUTH BASIN (4)

pop 1980 6,742,351
2020 9,810,582
40 yr chg 3,068,231
SOUTHERNMOST (5)
pop 1980 1,173,064
2020 2,098,132
40 vt chg 925,068
ALL OTHER
pop 1980 770,476
2020 1,318,380
40 vr chg 547,904
STATE TOTALS
pop 1980 13,934,937
2020 21,414,397
40 yr chg 7,479,442

*Academic veer FTE
**Main campus onlv

Campus

Chico
Sacramento
Stamislaus” "

Bakershield
Fresno

Hayward"*

San Francsco**
San Jose
Sonoma

Dominguez Hills

Fullerton**
Long Beach
Los Angeles
Northridge**
Pomona

San Bernardino

San Diego®*

Humboldt
San Luis Obispo

CsuU

Budgeted
FTE '88-89°

13,500
18,250
3,556

35,306

3,500
15,400

18,900

8,025
19,138
20,000

4,600

51,763

5,855

16,900
23,600
13,550
20,835
14,150
6,480
101,170

25,000
25,000

3,750
14,300
20,050

252,189

Sources Population data from Table 9, campus data from Table 6

Overail

Campus Master
Capacity Plan

FTE '88-89 Ceing
12,515 14,000
16,302 25,000
3,834 12,000
32,651 51,000
3,339 12,000
13,803 20,000
17,140 32,000
12,127 18,000
17,461 20,000
19,928 25,000
5,976 10,000
55,492 73,000

7,306

20,000
14,718 20,000
21,397 25,000
20 424 25,000
18,362 25,000
12,888 20,000
4,373 12,000
99.467 147,000
24,350 25,000
24,350 25.000
8 830 10,000
13,747 15,000
20.577 25.000
249,679 353,000
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The study defined five criteria to 1dentify underserved areas of the state-

1

2.

5

No CSU campus within one hour (one way) commute time.

Existing and projected population centers with substantial concentrations of persons
20-39 years of age.

No exsting off-campus center, or an existing center offering too few programs to meet
the area’s needs.

Presence of developing industnies whose emplovees are 1n need of educational programs
which are not otherwise being provided.

A low CSU participation rate (this 15 defined on a per county basis)

Based upon the criteria, several regions were 1dentified The three most prominent were
described as follows (page 4)

Contra Costa County — Although situated 1n the San Francisco Bay area, the bulk
of the county’s population 1s isolated by distance or a difficult commute from CSU
campuses 1n San Francisco to the west and Hayward to the south. The existence of
a state-owned site in the county dictates the need for special attention to this area.
In addition, the off-campus center operated by Hayward 1n Pleasant Hill may soon
be displaced, malang a decision on the long-term direction for serving the county of
utmost importance and urgency

North San Diego County — This area 1s rapidly growing It 1s relatively remote to
San Diego State m the south, and 1t 1s very inconvenient to CSU, Fullerton in the
north The North County Center of San Diego State in San Marcos provides some
programs, but there appears to be greater potential for service to the area

Ventura County — The county has no four-year institution Currently served by the
CSU, Northridge/UC Santa Barbara jointly run Umversity Center, imtial examina-
tion suggests the potential for greatly expanded services.
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V. A Full-Service Campus in North San Diego County

Background: The North County Center

North San Diego County 1s a region of the state that has expenenced substantial population
growth and economic development. It has been recognized for some time that the region
had potential as a site for a CSU campus. The California State Colleges propased such
a campus in 1969 The Californza Coordinating Council for Higher Education deferred
action at that time because of general concerns regarding funding for the system and an
expected plateau in enrollments

The 1970s were a penod of fiscal stringency. The need for a North County facility was
reduced 1n part by increasing the Master Plan enrollment ceithing at San Diego State
Umiversity to 25,000 FTE and in part by the legislatively established policy of “redirection”
of students from campuses (such as San Diego State) that had reached their enrollment
capacity to other campuses 1n the State Umversity system that had not.

Despite the funding problems, the local community, the CSU, and San Diego State
University continued to perceive an educational need in the North County area. The result
was a proposal in 1979 that San Diego State Unuversity offer state-supported upper division
and graduate instruction at an off-campus center located 1n the region. Such a center was
approved and funded. The North County Center of San Diego State University began
operation In leased faciities 1n the city of Vista in September 1979. In 1982 the center
moved from Vista to 1ts present location in leased quarters in the city of San Marcos
Enrollment has grown from approximately 150 students (30 FTE) in Fall of 1979 to 1,211
students (473.2 FTE) in Fall 1987

Recognizing the continuing need to provide postsecondary educational programs to the
North County area, Senator William Craven sponsored legislation (SB 1060) in 1985 that
provided for studies to establish permanent facihities for the North County Center

Pursuant to SB 1060 in 1985, the CSU commssioned a demographic and market study of
the North County area The work was completed in 1986 (Tadlock and Associates, Deems,
Lews and Partners, “Demographic/Market Analysis for Off-Campus Center, San Diego
State Umiversity, Northern San Diego County”) and incorporated in CSU’s proposal for
establishung a permanent off-campus center The proposal was approved by the CSU Board
of Trustees Ad Hoe Commuttee on Off-Campus Centers (March 1986) and the Califorma
Postsecondary Education Commussion (prehminanly in December 1986 and finally in
November 1987). (The relevant documents are CSU, “San Diego State Umiversity North
County Proposal,” June 1986 and August 1987, Califormia Postsecondary Education
Commission, “Proposed Construction of San Diego State Umversity’s North County Center,”
December 1986, and “Final Approval of San Diego State University’s Proposal to Construct
a North County Center,” November 1987 )

An evaluation of four alternative sites, also conducted pursuant to SB 1060, led to a
recommendation favoring the Prohoroff Ranch property in San Marcos (PRC Engineening
Co , “Northern San Diego County Campus Site Selection Study,” May 1986) The Board
of Trustees authorized negotiations for the property in July 1986 Funding for the acquisition
was requested and approved 1n the 1987-88 Capital Outlay Budget Purchase of the property
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was completed 1n June 1988 Funding for construction of permanent facilities to serve
approximately 2,000 FTE students at the site 1s in the 1988-89 Capital Outlay Budget
It 15 anticipated that the facilities will be available for occupancy in Fall 1992.

The Prohoroff Ranch property consists of 304 acres located to the immediate south of
Highway 78 at the corner of Twin Oaks Valley Road and New Barham Drnive in the aty
of San Marcos, see Figures 8 and 9 The site 15 obviously large enough to accommodate
much more than an off-campus center for 2,000 students The rationale for the larger site
1s: (1) a full-service campus is a distinet possibility, (2) the growth of the North County
area 1s rapidly reducing the supply of potentially desirable sites (to say nothing of the cost
of acquiring such a site several years hence), (3) purchasing the larger site now guarantees
its availabality if a full-service campus 1s ultimately approved. (Concern about the ultimate
use of the property as discussed above 1s expressed 1n the Budget Act language requirning
this report )

San Diego State University and the CSU are moving ahead with plans for the construction
of the facilities that wall house the North County Center As part of the process it 1s necessary
to develop a physical Master Plan locating buildings and all other structures, including
roads, utilities, ete.

The Master Plan for the North County Center makes provision for the alternative outcomes
of permanent off-campus center or full-service campus by approaching the site development
m phases. Phase I {scaled for 2,000 FTE) 1s the only phase necessary for an off-campus
center If a full-service campus 1s approved, then Phases II (5,000 FTE), I1I (15,000), and
IV ({25,000) will become operative as enrollment growth warrants

The CSU Board of Trustees approved the physical Master Plan for the North County Center
at 1ts March 1988 meeting (See Appendix D for an excerpt from the minutes of the Board
of Trustees’ Committee on Campus Planming, Buildings and Grounds where the phased
approach 1s discussed.)
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Physical, Social, and Demographic Characteristics: Definition of North County
Service Area (Criterion #11)

The charactenstics (physical, social, demographie, ete.) must be included

(This criterion is taken out of order because of the importance of the definihon
of the North County Service Area to the enrollment projections which are discussed
In the next section )

As part of their report, “Demographic/Market Analysis for Off-Campus Center, San Diego
State University, Northern San Diego County,” Tadlock and Associates, Deems, Lewis and
Partners (TADLP) defined a North San Diego County service area for purposes of higher
educational needs. They developed a defirution of the “North County Service Area™ (NCSA),
as shown in Figure 10, consisting of the northwestern portion of San Diego County plus
parts of Orange and Riverside counties.

The North County Service Area definition figured prominently in both the onginal CSU
proposal for permanent facilities for the North County Center (“San Diego State University,
North County Proposal,” June 1986) and 1n CPEC’s response to that proposal (“Proposed
Construction of San Diego State University’s North County Center,” December 1986). The
definition is also used in the present report

TADLP based their defimtton of the NCSA upon seven practical considerations topography,
area organization, sociological factors, transportation networks, economics, growth patterns,
and educational services. The following discussion of each factor relies heavily upon both
text and maps from TADLP's report (pages 4-186):

Topography The southern metropolitan area surrounding and including the city of San
Diego comprses less than 10 percent of the county’s total land area. Immediately north
of the metropolitan area, south of the towns of Poway on the east and Del Mar on the
west, is a broad section of rough terrain and canyons which forms an east-west belt. The
Mira Mar Naval Air Station abuts this terramn near the Mira Mesa area, adding another
low density buffer. With low population density and a minimal road system, this buffer
belt (see Figure 11) separates the northern section of the county from the southern. The
buffer belt emphasizes a split 1n the character of the county To the north, the area 1s
perceived as being one of open space and suburban neighborhoods, while south of the buffer
an abrupt transition is made to the increased density of the metropolitan area

Transportation Networks The three major freeways that serve the North County area
(see Figure 10) have played an important role ;1 defining the region. These arteries have
attracted substantial residential, commercial, and industnal development north of the San
Diego metropolitan area because land has been available at lower prices than 1n the south.
The three freeways are Interstate 5, extending north along the coast into Orange County;
Interstate 15, an inland route traveling north into Riverside County, and Highway 78,
providing an east-west link between 1.5 and I-15 via San Marcos.

Area Organization City officials from areas north of the buffer belt meet as the
Association of North County City Governments. The local Chambers of Commerce, the
Umnited Way, professional organizations, and service clubs follow much the same pattern.
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Figure 10
Extended North County Service Area
(TADLP, Figure 1B)

Fwy \ FWY
83
Fullerton }s7 Fwy

LY . H
Ll
\ FwY
L Corona

Anaheim \

A )

Fwy -y
r ‘ 55
W FwWY

X 405
\ Sgle Ana ORANGE ! g
COUNTY N
Huntington Beach A ‘\‘ 15w

L COUNTY
Newport Beach T -' /
............ odoepte ..........
»®
I . ’ Rcmcho California
Capistrane ‘\L _: . _
Y SAN DIEGO :
San Clemente \ COUNTY :
"-u.‘_. ...
\ ~, Yeg
) -~ ...
K R
-9
o ..- .
A Vista ..'
QOceanside Twr, San Marcos o
m [ ]
Escondido ®
Carlisbad M
seee®
H
FWY
EXISTING FwY 5 o
™
.
""""" FUTURE FWY Del Mar ....=
Y b Poway
WY Fwy
Santee ’
FWY N fwy
Fwy El Cajon
‘ - La Mesa
son Drego| ~ N\ \
an Lhego 'n Lemon Grove
MNational City
Coronado
116 Chula Vista
imperial Beach Fwy

L_——-——"—?/’—



41

Sociological The residents of an area i1dentify themselves with thewr own locale in a
number of ways, such as where they choose to shop and where they choose to go to school.
On a more intangible level, over time they develop their sense of belonging and participating
along with their sense of proximity and association to other communities in the area. At
times they even define their community by what it 1s not. For the North County residents
(interviewed by TADLP) the metropolitan area to the south 1s cistinetly not their service area.

Economics The availability of industrial and residential land 1n North County 1s a major
source of the growth the region is experiencing. Community pride in this growth 1s evident
1n every city (although the aity of Carlsbad has recently taken steps to restrict growth within
its city limits). The region has successfully sought new industry. The result 1s a rapid
in-migration of young adults to the growing job market. The businesses and industries in
the area are seeking the ambience, services, and mfrastructure that North County can provide
{at least at thus stage of its development) without the perceived disadvantages of the urban
scene. The representatives of business and industry who were interviewed (by TADLP)
made this pont wathout exception. Figures 12 and 13 show industnal and commercial sites
in the region.

Educational Services Figure 14 illustrates another characteristic of the NCSA, relatively
few institutions of ugher education compared to the metropolitan region to the south, There
are two private four-year mstitutions (United States International University and National
Unuversity) and three community college campuses (MiraCosta, Palomar, and Miramar)
in the area. Two of the campuses, Miramar and USIU, are on the southern boundary of
the southern transition zone. Saddleback, the closest community college m Orange County,
is located 1n Mission Viejo, north of San Juan Capistrano along I-5 The closest commumty
college 1n Riverside County is Mount San Jacinto near Hemet on Highway 79 Both are
relatively remote from San Marcos.

Growth Pattern The NCSA has expenienced a relatively rapid rate of population growth
that is expected to continue into the future. San Diego County 1s projected to grow from
1.9 million individuals in 1980 to 3.2 million in 2010. The San Diego County components
of the NCSA (North County East and West plus the Southern Transihon Zone) are projected
to grow from .5 to 1.4 million during the same period. Thus, the North County area wall
add almost a million new residents, accounting for slightly less than 70 percent of San Diego
county’s population growth projected during the peniod to 2010

As will be seen 1n the next section, gross population projections alone are not a sufficient
basis for enrollment projections. This growth pattern is, nevertheless, a remarkable one
that underlies the enroilment projections. The growth conditions other aspects of this
proposal. For example, the proposed site 1n San Marcos 1s situated such that the town wll
literally grow up around the campus, thus making it an integral, functional part of the
community.
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Figure 11
Buffer Beit
(TADLP, Figure 2)
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Figure 12

Major Industrial Sites in North San Diego County

Name

Campus Park/Failbrook
Oceanside Arrport/North Raver Road

Oceanside/Rancho Del Oro
Oceanside Boulevard
Vista/Buena Creek

Vista Busness and Rescarch Park
San Marcos

Escondido

Carlsbad/Palomar Aurport

San Marcos/Rancho Santa Fe Road
Ramona

Rancho Bernardo

I-15 Caorndar/Poway

MNorth Cuy West/Sorrento Hills

Oceanside

January 1983
(TADLP, Figure 3)

Location

I-15 at Highway 76

Adjacent 0 Oceanside Mumcipal Awrport; north of Mission Avemue Adjacent to
proposed channel, south of Neorth River Road

Aleng Oceanside Bivd from [-5 beyond Oceansude crty humits to Vista

North of Highway 78, west of Vista

Aleng Highway 78 between Viga and San Marcos

South Vista, adjacent to Sycamore Avenus

South of Hwy 78 between Rancho Santa Fe R4 and San Marcos Blvd

South of Hwy 78, west of I-15

Vicy of Palomar Awport Rd and El Canuno Real

South and west of Highway 78

West of Highway 78

West of I-15 at Rancho Bemardo Rd

East of 1-15, north and south of Poway Rd

In the lulls above Sorreato Valley, accessed by El Camno Real
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Figure 13

Shopping Centers in San Diego County

Smaller Shopping Canters/Plazas

17
18
21
24
27
28
29
30
32
KK
40

Broadway Vista Center
Camino Town and Country

Flower Hill

La Costa Plaza

Midtown Plaza

Mission Center

Mission Square

Qld Poway Village

Plaza of the Four Flags
Ranche Bernardo Town Center
The Vineyard

JRANGE COUNTY

(TADLP, Figure 4)
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Figure 14
Universities and Community Colleges in San Diego County
(TADLP, Figure 5)
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Enrollment Projections (Criterion #1)

Enrollment projections should be sufficient to justify the new campus. For the
proposed new campus and for each of the existing campuses in the district or
system, enrollment projections for each of the first ten years of operation, and
for the fifteenth and twentieth years, must be provided. For an existing campus,
all previous enrollment expenence must alsc be provided. Department of Finance
enrollment projections must be included in any needs study

Enrollment projections for a full-service campus at San Marcos are based upon three factors:
(1) population projections for the local region, (2) participation rates which convert
population projections to headeount enrollment projections, and (3) student workload factors
which convert headcount enrollments to full-time equivalent (FTE) students Each of these
factors 1s discussed below. (Because of differing situations with respect to data availability,
the projections will be made in two parts: through the year 2000 and from 2000 to 2020.)

Projections to 2000

It 15 necessary to recognize that the projections for this period involve two separate and
distinct questions. (1) Given the exsting and projected population base for the NCSA, what
enrollments could be reasonably projected, assuming the existence of a mature, full-service
campus? (2) Given that the NCC is not now and never has been a full-service campus,
what is a reasonable planning assumption that projects enrollment from what 1t is now
at the NCC to what it would be at a full-service campus at some point 1n the future? This
second question raises policy 1ssues (such as when to start admitting lower division students,
when full-service status should be recognized, when additional facilities should be budgeted,
ete.) that go beyond the projections based upon population, participation rates, and student
workload.

In making the enrollment projections to the year 2000 for a full-service campus, substantial
reliance is placed upon other recent projections of enrollments in North San Diego County.
Both CSU and CPEC made enrollment projections for the North County Center proposal
(“San Diego State University, North County Proposal,” August 1987 and “Proposed
Construction of San Diego State University’s North County Center,” December 1987,
respectively).

These previous projections were hrmited to “upper division” (jumors plus semors) and
“graduate” (postbaccalaureate plus graduate) enrollments for the North County Center.
Projections for a full-service campus extend this previous work by adding “lower division”
(freshman and sophomore) enrollments to obtain a grand total.

Population Projections: Both of the previous studies mentioned above relied upon the North
County Service Area as defined by TADLP as a reasonable definition of the geographic
region from which an off-campus center in San Marcos would draw local (commuter)
students. Even though the motivation to attend a full-service campus might be stronger
than the motivation to attend an off-campus center, the NCSA so thoroughly encornpasses
the local population concentration that there 15 good reason to continue to use it as the
population base that will provide the local enrollments for a full-service campus

Population projections for San Diego County are made by the Population Research Umt
of the Department of Finance. Sub-county projections are made by the San Diego Association
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of Governments (SANDAG) for tracts that comprise the county’s major statistical areas
within the North County Service Area as shown in Figure 15.

Within the NCSA three sub-regions were recognized: (1) the area closest to the San Marcos
site consisting of the Major Statistical Areas (MSA) North County East and North County
West, (2) a Southern Transition Zone consisting of three tracts in North City MSA (Del
Mar/Mira Vista, North San Diego, and Poway), and (3) a Northern Transihon Zone,
including the population centers of San Clemente/ Capistrano along I-5 in Orange County
and Rancho Califorma along I-15 in Riverside County The rationale for the transition
zones is that students in these zones could reasonably choose to commute to erther a campus
in San Marcos or other CSU campuses to the north or the south.

Both the Department of Finance and SANDAG provide periodic updates of their population
projections. SANDAG is in the process of updating their Series 6 regional growth forecasts
(SANDAG, Board of Directors, Agenda Report R-102, Series 7 Regional Growth Forecast,
Subarea Forecast, Preliminary, November 20, 1987) Final, updated (Series 7) projections
are expected sometime during the Summer of 1988 Age specific sub-regional forecasts wall
not be available until after the overall projections are approved. (It appears that the Series 7
projections will not be very different from Series 8.)
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Figure 15
San Diego County Statistical Areas
(TADLP, Figure 1)
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Consequently, the Series 6 population projections are the most recent available at this time.
They serve as the basis for the enrollment projections contained heremn. The California
Postsecondary Education Commission based their projections of the North County Center
on these same Seres 8 projections. Table 11 shows the Senes 6 projections for the county’s
Major Statistical Areas. County projections made by the Department of Finance are also
shown at the bottom of Table 11. It 1s worth noting that the SANDAG projections are
somewhat less than those made by the Department of Finance. (Both Tables 11 and 12
were adapted from the CPEC report on the North County Center.)

Table 11

Population Projections for Major Statistical Areas of
San Diego County, 1985-2000

Major % Change
Statistical Area 1985 1990 1995 2000 1985-2000
Central 536,450 521,917 526,298 527,001 -1.8
North City 489,985 549,835 597,891 846,888 32.0
South Suburban 214,708 271,442 303,257 334,327 55 7
East Suburban 372,988 412,035 441,547 464,908 24.6
North County West 231,648 278,843 320,357 358,425 54.7
North County East 222,186 283,228 318,385 347,116 56 2
County Total 2,083,373 2,355,100 2,526,835 2,609,465 29 8
(SANDAG, Ser 6)

County Total 2,131,603 2,387,842 2,630,296 2,852,313 33.8

{Dept. of Finance, 86 P-3)

Adapted from CPEC, “Proposed Construction of San Diego State University’s North Countv Center,” page 18

Table 12 shows the derivation of the population estimates for the North County Service
Area for 1990, 1995, and 2000. The entire population of the Major Statistzcal Areas North
County East and West 1s included. For the Southern Transition Zone, situated as it 1s midway
between the San Marcos site and San Diego State, only half of the population 1s counted,
on the rationale that students could be expected to attend esther campus. The total of the
two (North County East and West plus one-half of the Southern Transihon Zone) 1s then
adjusted upward by 8 percent to recogmize that some students will be attracted from the
Northern Transition Zone in the southern parts of Orange and Riverside counties. It 1s
necessary that the population projections be separated mto age groups because the different
age groups have very different participation rates in higher education.

Participation Rates: Participation rates are an indication of how many students are likely
to attend a particular campus (or off-campus center) from a given population group. The
basic problem with making enrollment projections for a new campus is that 1t requires
making projections of behavior that has not vet been observed precisely because the camnpus
does not exist.
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Table 12

Population Projections for North Coumty Service Area, 1990, 1995, 2000

Age Category 1990 1995 2000
North County East and West

19 and less 147,397 162,137 172,953
20-24 51,389 53,276 56,576
25-29 43,781 47,027 48,282
30-34 46,715 49,844 50,170
35 and more 270,793 326,455 377.568
Total 562,075 838,739 705,549

Southern Transition Zone
(reduced by 50%)

19 and less 32,015 37,170 42,626
20-24 6,525 7,166 8,219
25-29 8,851 9,489 10,400
30-34 12,571 13,962 15,023

35 and more 45,348 57,154 89,853
Total 105,310 124,941 146,121

Total North County Service Area
(includes 8% for Northern Trans. Zone)

19 and less 193,765 215,252 232,825
20-24 62,547 65,277 69,379
25-29 59,003 61,038 63,377
30-34 64,029 68,910 70,408

35 and more 341,432 414,297 483,215
Total 720,776 824,774 919,803

Adapted from CPEC, “Proposed Construction of San Diego State Uruversity's North Countv Center,” page 16

In their report on the North County Center, CPEC proposed an unaginative approach
to this problem. They estmated participation rates by age and level of student at five of
the smaller CSU campuses. These rates were then applied to the NCSA population projecthions
to obtain NCSA enrollment projections. Thus, observed behavior 1n areas of the state that
do have full-service campuses was used in place of the behavior that does not yet exist
Pooling the data from five campuses was reasonable because it tends to average unusual
characteristics of any particular campus. Using smaller campuses was also reasonable because
no matter what ultimately occurs at San Marcos, the institution must be a small campus
before 1t becomes a large one.

The five campus approach developed by CPEC 1s used here to denve a set of age specific
participation rates to apply to the NCSA population projections The five campuses
are: Bakersfield, Humboldt, San Bernardino, Sonoma, and Stanislaus.
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The rates were eshmated as follows: enrollments of local students at the local campus were
tabulated for each campus by age and level of student for Fall 1987. The enrollment
categories were then summed for all five campuses to obtain pooled enrollments of local
students by age and level of student. Similarly, age specific population data were obtained
for each county for 1987 (the campuses have the same names as the counties, except for
CSU, Bakersfield, which is located in Kern County). The county population data were
then summed to obtain pooled population by age category. The participation rates are
the ratios of the pooled enrollment data to the pooled population data. The pooled data
and the rates are shown 1 Table 13.

Table 13

Participation Rates Based on Pooled Data from Five
CSU Campuses and Five California Counties, Fall 1987

Five
Age County Lower Division Upper Division Graduate

Category Population Enrollment Rate Enrollment Rate Enrollment Rate

15-19 190,481 1,708 8.97 12 0.08 0 0.00
20-24 209,969 1,343 6.40 2,868 13.68 395 188
25-29 208,642 327 1.57 1,664 7.98 1,107 5.31
30-34 219,823 249 113 1,324 6 02 1,119 509
35+ 1,028,008 368 0.36 2,009 1.95 2,549 2.48
Total 1,856,923 3,895 2.15 7,877 4.24 5,170 2.78
Average student workload 12.50 umts 11 61 umts 7 94 units

Noter Lower division includes freshmen and sophomores Upper division includes juniors and semors Graduate
includes posthaccalaureate and graduate students The participation rates are shown here as students per 1,000
of populahon

Sources County population data for 1987 are from the Baseline 88 estimates of the Department of Finance
Student enrollment data were extracted from the CSU, “Enrcllment Reporting System — Students” file for
Fail 1987 The individual campus and county data that underhe this table are provided in Appendix E

These parhapation rates apply to local students at the local campus. The students that
were mcluded in the enrollment totals in Table 13 were Kern County “residents” attending
CSU, Bakersfield, Humboldt County residents attending Humboldt State, etc. Students
were classified as “local” to a particular campus if they were a U.S, citizen and indicated
a permanent residence in the county where the campus is located at the time of application
(or reapplication) for admssion, or if they were non-citizens with resident alien or refugee
status, The rationale for including the non-citizens as local 1s that those with resident alien
or refugee status are likely to be permanent residents of the country and can reasonably
be treated as part of the local population base. (The analogue for U 5. aitizens is the young
adult who moved to the county from Iowa three years ago to take a job with an electromcs
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firm and then enrolls in a graduate degree program. According to the selection rule above,
this individual would be — correctly -—— counted as a local student.)

Student Workload Factors: The last of the three factors necessary to make enrollment
projections is a measure of student workload. Data on workload are given in the last line
of Table 13. The workload factor 1s the ratio of average student workload to 15 units (which
represents one FTE). Thus, a 12.50 unit load for lower division students represents a factor
of .833 FTE. The average workload of 11.61 for upper division students gives a factor of
.T74 FTE; the graduate workload of 7.94 units gives a factor of .529 FTE.

Enrollment projections of local students attending a full-service campus at San Marcos for
1960, 1995, and 2000 are obtained by applying the participation rates from Table 13 to
the NCSA population projections from Table 12. The results are shown Table 14. The
local headcount enrollment projections are then used to project total FTE, as shown in
Table 15, in two steps: local enrollment is assumed to be 85 percent of total enrollment,
out-of-area enrollments are calculated as 15 percent of the total. Enrollments are converted
to FTE by applying the student workload factors given above.

The assumption that out-of-area enrollment compnses 15 percent of total enrollment 15
conservative for the CSU. Appendix F shows the proportions of local enrollments, as defined
for purposes of this study, for the five campus sample. The proportion of out-of-area students
15 44 percent. If Humboldt State, the campus with the lighest proportion of out-of-area
enrollments, 18 excluded, the proportion is 38 percent.
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Table 14

Local Headcount Enrollment Projections for a
Full-Service Campus at San Marces, 1990-2000

Local Enrollment

Age NCSA Lower Upper
Category Population Division Division Graduate Total
1990
0-14 144,453
15-19 49,312 442 3 0 445
20-24 62,547 400 854 118 1,372
25-29 52,003 93 471 313 877
30-34 64,029 72 385 326 783
35 + 341,432 123 666 847 1,636
Total 702,776 1,130 2,379 1,604 5,113
1995
0-14 161,305
15-19 53,947 484 3 0 487
20-24 65,277 418 892 123 1,433
25-29 61,038 96 487 324 907
30-34 68,910 78 415 351 844
35+ 414,297 148 808 1,027 1,984
Total 824,774 1,225 2,605 1,825 5,855
2000
0-14 172,485
15-19 60,339 541 4 0 545
20-24 69,979 448 956 132 1,536
25-29 63,377 100 508 337 943
30-34 70,408 80 424 358 862
35+ 483,251 174 942 1,198 2,314
Total 919,803 1,343 2,832 2,025 6,200

Note NCSA population 1s from Table 12 (the 0-14 populahon was separated based on more detailed data
from SANDAG); participation rates are from Table 13
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Table 15

FTE Projections for a Full-Service Campus
at San Marcos, 1990-2000

Local FTE Total FTE
Qut-of-Area Academic
Year LD UD GD FTE Fall Year
1980 941 1,841 849 642 4,273 4,188
(1,130) (2,379) (1,604) (902) (6,015)
1895 1,020 2,018 965 711 4,712 4,618
(1,225) (2,605) (1,825) {998) (6,653)
2000 1,119 2,192 1,071 779 5,161 5,058
(1,343) (2,832) (2,025) (1,004) (7,284)

Notes: The figures in parentheses below the FTE values ere headcount enrollment

The FTE values were cbtained by applying average student workload factors denved from Tabie 13. The factors
ars as follows. lower division 833 FTE, upper davision 774 FTE, graduate 520 FTE The average workload
for all students 1n the five campus sample was 10 68 umts per student or T12 FTE, thus factor was used to
project out-of-area FTE

Out-of-area enrollment 15 caiculated as 15 percent of total enroliment
Academic year FTE is 98 percent of Fall term

(The projections for upper division plus graduate enrollments and FTE shown here in Tables 14 and 15 differ
from those shown in CPEC, “ Proposed Construction of San Diego State University’s North County Center,”
Deceraber 1986, pages 17-22. The difference anses because their parbcipation rates were erroneously calculated
based upon upper divimon students only See the letter in Appendix G on this topic from Willam Sterey to
John Smart )

Projections 2000 to 2020

Extended enrollment projections are possible. They are hampered, however, by the fact
that SANDAG's age specific population projections end at the year 2000. Another
complication 1s that as the San Marcos campus grows beyond 5,000 FTE it will eventually
cease to be a small campus, thus malang 1t inappropnate to use participation rates based
upon five of the smaller CSU campuses.

A projection for the year 2020 is made by assuming that San Marcos will be 2 “large” campus
by then. Additional assumptions are made regarding growth of the NCSA population,
participation rates, and student workload. The specific assumptions and the calculations
are outhned mn Table 16.
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Table 16

Enrollment and FTE Projections for 2020 for a
Full-Service Campus at San Marcos, Assumptions and Calculations

1. San Diego County’s population 18-84 is projected to grow 23 percent between the
years 2000 and 2020 (Department of Finance Baseline 88 projection).

2. The NCSA “15 and over” population is projected to be 747,318 1n 2000 (see Table 14)
Applymng the 23 percent rate of mcrease to the NCSA population gives a projection
of 918,902 for 2020.

3. The average local participation rate (defined 1n a manner analogous to the participation
rates in Table 13) for Califorma State Umversity, Fullerton and San Diego State
University in 1980 was 12.53 students per 1,000 of county population (CSU Statistical
Reports #8 and #10, 1980).

4. Applying this “large campus” participation rate to the projected 2020 NCSA population
generates a local enrollment value of 11,514.

5. [If local enrollment represents 83 percent of the campus total (this was the average
ratio at Fullerton and San Diego in 1980), total headcount enrollment would be 18,276

8. Assuming an average student workload of 11.4 units (the average for the system 1n
1987) gives a workload factor of .76 FTE per student. Applying this factor to the total
enrollment value gives a projection of 13,890 FTE for Fall term 2020. Academic year
FTE is estimated as 98 percent of Fall term, or 13,612 FTE.

California State Umversity, Fullerton and San Diego State University were used as the
basis for the “large campus” participation rates because they are geographically the closest
CSU campuses to San Marcos. The rates were calculated based upon 1980 data to remove
the effect the “topping out” of San Diego State has its partcipation rate (as local population
grows, its participation rate declines).

The resultant projection of 18,276 students and 13,612 FTE in 2020 1s an indicaton of
the long-run potential of San Marcos. It is fully consistent with its Master Plan ceiling of
25,000 FTE. These enrollments may be reached sooner if population growth occurs more
rapidly than projected or later if, for some reason, population growth falters.

Interpretation of the Projections
The projections from Tables 15 and 16 are combined 1 Table 17 and llustrated in Figure 16.

The FTE projections through 2000 are made as though a smaller, mature, full-service campus
had exsted in San Marcos for some ttme. The student participation rates and workload
factors represent observed behavior (from the five campus sample) where potential students
know of the campus and have access to a wide range of degree programs at both the
undergraduate and graduate levels.
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Since there is not a full-service campus in San Marcos, 1t is necessary to provide some
connection between the full-service enrollment projechons and the reality of the North
County Center. The North County Center (NCC) reported 489 FTE for 1987-88. The current
CSU budget projection (“allocation™) for the NCC for academic year 1990-91 is 1,000 FTE
(CSU, “Proposed Allocations of CSU Annual Full-Time Equivalent Students,” AS memo
88-03, February 22, 1988).

The difference between the 1990-91 budget projection of 1,000 FTE and the full-service
campus projection of 4,188 FTE represents an estimate of the additional FTE that would
have been generated had a full-service campus been built in San Marcos several years ago.
But a full-service campus was not built; the North County Center was started instead. One
interpretation of the difference is that the actual budget projection of 1,000 FTE for 1990-91
is about 23.9 percent of the budget projection that would have been made had a full-service
campus been approved earlier. If a full-service campus 1s approved at some tume in the
future, the actual budget projections would grow, over a period of several years, to reflect
the transition from the NCC to a full-service campus.

These ideas are illustrated m Figure 18. The uppermost line for the period 1987-2000
represents the academic year FTE projections for a full-service campus from Table 15
The lower line on the left 1s the projected budget FTE for NCC through 1994-95. The
line that connects the two, from lower left to upper right, is denoted as “phased growth”
FTE. This “phased growth” FTE represents the transition from the NCC to a full-service
campus. It coincides with budget FTE (for the NCC) until 1993-94, when it separates and
increases to meet the full-service campus FTE projection 1n the year 2000. The “phased
growth” projection of 2,858 FTE for 1995-98 represents 61.9 percent of the full-service
campus projection of 4,617 FTE. The value 61.9 is midway between 23.9 percent (the
share budget represents of full-service projection in 1990-91) and 100 percent (budget 1s
assumed to be 100 percent of the full-service projection 1n 2000-01).

The “phased growth” FTE projection is based upon several assumptions: (1) Lower division
students will not be admitted until 1995-96, three years after the NCC has occupied its
permanent facilities. (2) A full-service campus would come into operation some time after
1992-93. (3) Local participation rates would increase with the admussion of lower division
students and as the campus fleshed out 1its array of academic programs, thus becoming
more attractive to students. (4) Out-of-area participation would increase as the campus
grows and knowledge of 1t spreads among the group of potential students (5) Finally, f
a full-service campus begins operation at the NCC site in the mid-1990s, the phase-in would
be essentially complete by the year 2000.

The projections for years 2005, 2010, 2015, and 2020 are also shown 1 the “phased growth”
column of Table 17. These projections were obtamned by simply “stepping back” the 2020
projection from Table 16 to meet the projection for the year 2000 These projections also
represent a “phased growth” process, except here the phase-in is from a small campus to
a large one.

The CSU enrollment projections for a full-service campus at San Marcos are shown in
Table 17 in the “phased growth” column.

The problem of scheduling additional capacity space to be available after 1992-03 merits
discussion before leaving the topic of enrollment projections.
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Table 17

San Marcos FTE Projections, Academic Year

Ratio
Fiscal Budgeted Phased Growth Full-Service Phased Growth
Year FTE (NCC) FTE FTE to Full-Service
87-88 439*
88-89 800 800
89-90 1,000 1,000
90-91 1,000 1,000 4,188 23.9%
91-92 1,300 1,300
92-93 1,700 1,700*"
93-94 1,800 2,089
94-95 1,800 2,478
95-98 2,858""* 4,817 619
96-97 3,298
97-98 3,738
98-99 4,178
99-00 4,618
00.01 5,058 5,058 100.0
05-06 7,817
10-11 9,335
15-16 11,474
20-21 13,612

*Reported, 473 2 FTE in Fall, 504 3 1n Sprning term, personal commumeations from Richard Rush, Dean
NCC, February 2 and Apnl 8, 1988
**Occupancy date for permanent facthizes

***Earliest date to admit lower division students
Sources NCC Budgeted FTE, “Proposed Allocattons of CSU Annual FTE,” AS 88-03. Full-service campus
projecttons for 1990 through 2000 are from Table 15: projections for 2005 through 2020 are based upon Table
i6 All projections are stated 1n terms of academic year rather than Fall term (AY is 98 percent of Fall) The
“phased growth” projection 1s equal to NCC budgeted FTE until 1993-84 when 1t starts to increase to reach
2,858 1n 1985-86 This latter value was calculated as 81 9 percent of the full-service campus projection of 4,817
The 61 9 value represents the average of 23 9 percent (the ratio of budgeted to full-service 1n 1990-91) and
100 percent (in 2000 when budgeted and full-service are assumed equal)
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Figure 17 shows the same “phased growth” FTE for 1987-2000 as in Figure 16. The
availability of permanent facilities at the NCC, with a target occupancy date of 1992, is
also shown in Figure 17. The facilities have a capacity of 2,000 FTE. The horizontal line
1s drawn in Figure 17 to represent an overall capacity of 2,100 FTE (assuming about
S percent of total FTE does not require capacity space)

As seen from Figure 17, by 1995 the “phased growth” FTE (of 2,858) exceeds overall capacity
by a substantial margin (758 FTE or 36 percent of projected capacity). A new bulding
should be planned to be available 1n 1995, if the campus is to achieve its projected enrollment.
Based on the standard five-year capital outlay budget cycle, the building should be propased
in the 1890-91 Capital Qutlay Budget. Initial preparation of this budget begins in January-
February 1989. (The Trustees’ 1990-91 budget request is approved in November 1989; the
Governor’s Budget is released in January 1990.)

The conclusion is that planning should begin during 1988, if additional facilities are to
be available in 1995.
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Consideration of Alternatives (Criterion #2)

Alternatives to establishing a campus must be considered. These alternatives must
include: (1) the possibility of establishing an off-campus center instead of a
campus; (2) the expansion of existing campuses; and/or the increased utilization
of existing campuses

Off-Campus Center Alternative

An off-campus center has been proposed and approved for the San Marcos site. The North
County Center of San Diego State University has been in operation since 1979. It is scheduled
to begin operation in permanent facilities in 1992. The enrollment projections for the North
County Service Area are more than sufficient to justify a full-service campus in the region;
an off-campus center would be inadequate.

Expansion of Existing Campuses and/or Increased Utilization of Existing Campuses
Alternative

San Diego State University 1s the only CSU campus in the region. It is budgeted now at
its Master Plan enrollment ceiling of 25,000 FTE (see Table 8) Over 40,000 individuals
are currently associated with the campus operation (36,000 full- and part-tuime students,
2,700 full- and part-time faculty and over 1,400 support staff and adminstrators).
Congestion in the neighborhood of the campus has become a serious concern to the
community. The campus 15 essentially land-bound and built-out. Neither expansion nor
increased utilization 1s a viable alternative at SDSU,

As shown in Table 8, however, all other CSU campuses do have expansion capacity (in
the sense of vacant land that could accommodate new facilities) and some have existing
capacity beyond their current budgeted FTE. The question arises as to whether NCSA
residents might be expected to attend a CSU campus elsewhere m the state as an alternative
to building a2 new campus at San Marcos.

A response to this question requires an examination of some characteristics of the NCSA
prospective students. Table 14 provides local (NCSA) headcount enrollment projections
for the full-service campus. The projection for 2000 1s the most relevant because 1t represents
enrollment after a phased expansion to a full-service campus. Age 15 the relevant
charactenstic

In particular, age 1s a good proxy for the mobility of these prospective students. An individual
is most mobile for educational purposes dunng the traditional college-going ages of late
teens to early twenties. After that, work and family responsibihties tend to make relocation
for educational purposes less desirable and 1n many cases impossible for the older individual.
The “Total” column for the year 2000 m Table 14 projects 4,119 student enrollments 25
and older (88 percent of the total). The 30 and older age group accounts for 3,176 students
(51 percent of the total)

Based upon these data, 1t is reasonable to expect that somewhere between half to two-
thirds of prospective NCSA students in 2000 would not be able to relocate for educational
purposes. The alternative of expecting prospective NCSA students to go elsewhere will fail
to meet the educational needs of a large number of individuals.
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The mission of the CSU is to provide mstruction through the bachelor’s and master’s degrees.
Impheit within this mission is the need to provide reasonable access to that instruction
"Reasonable access” depends, in part, upon the group for whom the access is intended.
Older students who have work and family responsibilities find it much more difficult to
relocate or, ndeed, undertake a long commute for educational purposes Failure to locate
a campus within a large regional population concentration has the effect of denying large
numbers of those potential students access to educational opportunities.

Consultation With Other Segments, Neighboring Campuses, and the Community
(Criterion #3a) and Effects Upon the Enrollment of Neighboring Campuses
(Criterion #7)

(These two criteria are considered together because they are closely related.)

Consultation

The CSU formed an “Advisory Committee on a Full-Service Campus in North San Diego
County” in the Spnng of 1988, The committee included representatives from the community,
other segments, and neighboring campuses (see the list of members 1n the Introduction
to thus report). The purpose of the Advisory Committee was to provide members an
opportunity to become informed about the feasibility study and to provide their input and
advice about development of a full-service campus. The committee met in San Marcos
April 14 and June 2, 1988. Major items presented for discussion were:

¢  Overview and history of the North County Center

¢  The Physical Master Planning process

*  What constitutes a full-service campus

*  Draft of this feasibulity study

*  What will be the impact of a full-service campus upon neighboring campuses
* Options for governance/configuration of the campus

®  The schedule for developing a full-service campus

MiraCosta College is located in Oceanside, approximately § miles west of San Marcos. They
suggested that the new campus postpone admission of lower division students unti 1995
at the earliest and then admit a large enough group to make its general education program
viable. Their main concern 1s that the new campus not grow so fast as to cause a decline
m MiraCosta’s enrollments. They indicated general support for the new campus and
suggested that they should be involved and could assist with the phase-1n of its general
education program.

Palomar College is in San Marcos, within two mules of the new campus site. They have
a strong general education, liberal arts emphasis. They are concerned that the new campus
not admit lower division students i1n numbers that wall reduce their enrollments or weaken
their general education program. A second concern was that the new campus continue
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the practice started by the North County Center of a2 mutual sharing of information about
future academic plans. They indicated general support for the new campus and offered
to asgist with the phase-in of its general education program.

Unigersity of California Chancellor Reynolds wrote President Gardner concerning the
San Marcos proposal in April 1988. His response said, in part:

The initial reactions of UC representatives who attended the (April 14) San Marcos
meeting were supportive of CSU’s planning approach and direction 1n North San
Diego County. Of course, we will want to analyze the feasibility study 1n some
detail before commenting at length on CSU’s plans. Nevertheless, I did want to
convey to you both our appreciation for your concern that the nearest UC
campuses be involved 1 discussion of CSU’s plans, and our imtial reaction, which
is positive.

{Copies of both letters are provided in Appendix G.}

All three of the neighboring UC campuses, Irvine, Riverside, and San Diego, indicated
general support for the San Marcos campus. All three are planning expansion because of
growth in enrollment demand beyond what had been projected. It was suggested that growth

of enrollments 1n higher education generally would requre all segments to add capacity

Independent Universities Dr. John M. Smart, Vice Chancellor for University Affairs,
wrote to the Presidents of National University, the University of San Diego, and United
States International University in April 1988, to update them on the status of the North
County study and to solicit their comments on a full-service campus.

To date, a response has been recerved from President Author Hughes of the University of
San Diego. He stated his major reservation about the San Marcos proposal as follows:

. . . there 1s no question that the expansion of . . . a full-service campus (in North
San Diego County) will compete dramatically with the University of San Diego
and other private institutions in this region. Rather than make a capital investment
in still another campus, I believe it would be much wiser to provide scholarshup
support for students to attend private institutions instead of seeking the capital
resources necessary for the kind of expansion you are contemplating

(Copies of both letters are found 1i» Appendix G.)

Enrollment Effects
Community Colleges

The potential effect of the full-service campus upon enrollments at neighboring Commumty
College campuses can best be approached by examiming the projected enrollments at San
Marcos. Table 18 shows an enrollment projection (headcount) for 1988 through 2000
Enrollment 1s projected in three components: lower division (LD), upper division plus
graduate (UD + GD), and out-of-area.

These projections were obtained as follows: Average student workload at the North County
Center in 1987 was 5.86 units ( 39 FTE per student, on average). By 2000 the average
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student workload is projected to be 10.67 units (.71 FTE per student, see Table 15). It
is assumed that student workload (and FTE per student) will increase steadily between
1987 and 2000. Given the FTE per student factor and FTE, enrollment can be calculated
as FTE divided by the FTE per student factor. Out-of-area enrollment was assumed to
be 2 percent of total from 1987 through 1995. After that it was mcreased by approximately
200 per year to its projected value in the year 2000 Lower division enrollment (LD} was
held at zero until 1995; then it was increased to 500. Thereafter, it increases by approxumately
170 per year to its projected value in 2000. Upper division plus graduate enrollments
(UD + GD) are the difference between total and out-of-area, plus lower divison enrollments.

The 1995 projection of 500 local lower division students represents a large encugh group
to make a general education program viable. Setting 1995 as the date for first admission
of lower division students reflects concerns voiced by the neighboring Community Colleges
that such admissions occur far enough in the future so that they can take account of them
in terms of their own planning.

Table 18

Phased Growth Headcount Enrollment Projections for a
Full-Service Campus at San Marcos, Fall 1987-2000

Local Enrollment Out-of-Area Total
Fall LD UD & GS Enrollment Enrollment
1987 0 1,209 25 1,234
1988 0 1,865 40 1,905
1989 0 2,129 45 2,174
1990 0 2,129 45 2,174
1991 0 2,598 55 2,853
1992 0 3,268 85 3,333
1993 0 3,704 75 3,869
1994 0 4,335 90 4,495
1995 500 4,345 100 4,945
1996 669 4,549 300 5,518
1997 837 4,622 500 5,959
1008 1,006 4,759 700 8,458
1999 1,174 4,853 900 6,927
2000 1,343 4,857 1,094 7,294

Note. Denvation of data 18 explained 1in the text
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Table 19

Total Credit Enrollment Projections at Neighboring Community
Colleges Compared to San Marcos Lower Divison Enrollment Projections

Fall Term
CcC San Marcos sM

Annual LD Annual
Year MiraCosta Palomar Total Growth Enrollment Growth
1987 6,520 15,820 22,340 0
1994 7,580 18,440 26,020 + 525 0 0
1995 7,710 18,800 28,510 + 490 500 + 500
1996 7,880 19,280 27.160 + 650 669 + 169

Sources: MiraCosta and Pelomar enrcllments from Department of Finance, Population Research Unt,
“Cabformia Community College Districts, Projection of Fail Total Credit Enrollments,” December 16, 1987
San Marcos LD enrollment from Table 18 above

Table 19 compares enroilment projections for the two Communty Colleges for the period
1987 through 1996 (the latest date available)} with lower division enrollment projected at
San Mercos. The current size and strong projected growth of the two campuses are another
indication of the current size and anticipated growth and expansion of the NCSA. For 1987
through 1994, the two colleges are projected to add a total of 3,880 credit enrollments
for an average annual growth over the seven-year penod of 5235 students. In 1995, the year
when San Marcos is projected to first admut lower division students, the colleges are projected
in total to grow by 490 students.

Under a worst case analysis, all of this projected enroliment growth would be absorbed
by San Marcos and the Commumty Colleges would experience an enrollment decline of
ten (490-500). In 1996 their combined enrollment growth would be reduced from 850 to
481 (650-169), assuming again that all of the local students who go to San Marcos would
have chosen one of the Commumty Colleges mstead

Assuming the Community Colleges will continue to grow after 1996 in a pattern similar
to that during 1987-1994, the long-run effect of San Marcos upon their enrollments will
be to reduce therr rate of growth. For example, without San Marcos, the two colleges have
a projected average annual compound growth rate of 2 2 percent for the period 1987-1996.
Under the worst case assumption, San Marcos would reduce this growth rate to 1 9 percent
{a reduction of approximately 14 percent).

There are reasons to believe, however, that the worst case might not be the actual case.
The existence of a full-service campus at San Marcos could have some offsetting beneficial
effects upon Commumty College enroliments as well For example, the existence of a full-
service campus, by making it more converuent to obtain a degree, would ncrease
participation rates for the Community Colleges to some extent. The full-service campus
will also attract students from outside the NCSA. It 1s the experience at other CSU campuses
that some of these students (both lower and upper division) will take some of therr lower
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division courses at the Commumty Colleges for a variety of reasons, including scheduling
convemence. Finally, just as with out-of-area students, local students who attend San Marcos
will also take some courses at the Community Colleges, so even a local student who would
have otherwise gone full time to a Community College 1s not necessarily a 100 percent
lass in terms of enrollment None of this 1s to say that the offsettng beneficial factors will,
in total, overcome the negative effects upon Commumnty College enrollment growth that
are discussed above.

The conclusion is that a full-service campus at San Marcos will have its major impact upon
Communty College enrollments by reducmg their growth rates somewhat. It does not
appear that this reduction in growth rates will threaten the viability of either campus.

California State University

The magmnitude of the effect of San Marcos upon total CSU enrollments can be seen by
comparing Tables 4 and 18. Between 1987 and 2000 the CSU is projected to add
approximately 31,000 students (Table 4). San Marcos projections account for approxumately
6,000 of thus (Table 18), or about 20 percent of the total. (The 20 percent estumate may
overstate the effect somewhat because the existence of San Marcos will increase the NCSA
participation rate over what it would otherwise have been, thus increasing the projected
total enroillment above 31,000.)

The most immediate and direct effect of the San Marcos campus will be to reduce enrollment
applications from the NCSA to San Diego State University, the most convenient existing
CSU campus to the NCSA. Such a reduction should not be viewed as a problem, given
that San Diego State is currently at 1its enrollment ceiling.

In terms of enrollment effects upon CSU campuses other than San Diego State, the relevant
student groups are the younger local students (who are most mobile) and those from out-
of-area because these are the students who will go elsewhere 1f San Marcos 1s not available.
Table 14 shows a projection of 2,081 students under 25 from the NCSA in 2000; Table 15
projects 1,094 out-of-area students m 2000. The total of the two is 3,175. This value compares
with the approximately 31,000 student enrollment growth projected for the CSU for the
period 1987 through 2000 (see Table 4). Put another way, projected enrollment growth
at San Marcos represents about 10 percent of projected CSU system enrollment growth
between 1987 and 2000.

Spread over the other 18 CSU campuses, the 3,175 enrollments amount to less than 200
per campus, or, perhaps more reahstcally, a range between 0 and 400. While an enrollment
loss of 400 or even 200 is important, it 1s not of such magnitude as to threaten the viability
of any campus.

University of California

The University of Califorma draws its enrollments on a statewide basis. At the present
time they are experiencing more enrollment growth than they had anticipated. Given that
the San Marcos enrollment projections are based upon CSU participation rates, 1t appears
that a full-service campus would have little effect upon UC enroliments
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Indications of Local Interest and Support (Criterion #3b)

A substantial amount of local support for a CSU campus 1n North Ser Diego County was
documented in the CSU proposal for the North County Center, “San Diego State University,
North County Proposal,” June 1986, Appendix H. The analysis of the proposal by CPEC
acknowledged and summanzed the material as follows:

. . . local and regional support . . . is strongly evident. . . the State Umversity
needs study contains letters of support from six area legislators as well as officials
of San Diego County, the County Office of Education, the cities of Escondido,
Carlsbad, Del Mar, Oceanside, Poway, San Marcos, and Vista; 42 corporations,
including Burroughs, Chrysler, Hewlett-Packard, Hughes Aircraft, Kaiser
Development, NCR, Pacific Bell, San Diego Gas and Electric, and Sony; nine
school distnicts; and numerous community orgamzations and private citizens.
There 1s no known opposition. (CPEC, “Proposed Construction of San Diego State
Unaversity's North County Center,” December 1986, page 29.)

The support of the commumty of San Marcos can be inferred from several actions the city
has recently taken:

1.

The city has adopted changes in their General Plan and zomng ordinances to
accommodate the CSU facilities at the site and to 1nsure compatible development 1n
the neighborhood of the campus.

The city has made a commitment to construct the water and sewer pipelines, n
conjunchon with the street improvements along the campus frontage of New
Barham Dnve and Twin Qaks Valley Road, based upon sizes to be provided by CSU,
that will be adequate to service the campus when 1t is fully built-out. (See the letter
on this topic from San Marcos City Manager Gittings 1n Appendix G )

The city has adopted the “Heart of the City” Plan for a civic center northeast of the
campus site The civic center wall serve as one “anchor point” of the plan, the campus
as the other. The plan encompasses a total of 1,500 acres. The campus accounts for
304 of these acres, located approximately in the muddle. The rest of the area will consist
of housing, commercial development, a business park, and the civic center.

The city knows the implications of locating a campus within 1ts boundaries. They
believe the campus has substantial long-run growth potential. They want 1t and are
planmng for it. The situation presents a unique opportunity to site a campus where
both the commumty and the campus can grow and develop together 1n a productive
and mutually beneficial way.
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Instructional Programs to Be Offered (Criterion #10)
The programs projected for the new campus must be described and justified.

There are four categories of degree programs: (1) those programs that are now in place
at the NCC, (2) those that have been formally proposed to be offered 1989-1998, (3) those
that have been identified as desirable and possible candidates to be proposed at some time
in the future, and (4) those programs, not yet identified, that might be suggested at some
future date. At this time it is possble to identify only the first three categores.

These three categories of degree programs were described 1n “San Diego State University,
North County Proposal,” (Supplemental Report) CSU, August 1987, pages I-1 through I-25
and Appendix A. Table 20 contains a list of these programs. The first column shows programs
that are currently being offered. The second and third columns show programs that have
been proposed for offering 1989-90 (i.e., the second category of programs mentioned above).
The fourth column contains programs for which there are indications of interest but which
have not been proposed for offering.
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Table 20

Academic Programs, Existing, Projected, Possible for a
Full-Service Campus in North San Diego County

Existing Projected Possible
Program 1980-92 1993-98 Program

Art (core prog)” BA-MA
American Studies BA
Anthropology (core

prog) BA
Biology (core prog) BS MS
Business Administration BS MBA-MS
Chemuistry &core prog} BS MS
Child Development BS
Computer Science BS MS
Counsehn MS
Criminal Justice Adman. BS
Drama (core prog) BA-MA
Economics (core prog) BA
Edgﬁ:ﬁltin MA B

n core prog) A
Ethme Studies BA
Food and Nuintion BS-MS
GeoFraphy (core prog) BA
Geology (core prog) BS
History (core ro%) BA
Industrial Technology BS
Journalism BA
Liberal Arts MA
Liberal Studies BA
Lin cs BA
Mathematics (core prog) BS-MS
Mechanical Engineering** BS
Music {core prog) BA-MA
Nutrntional Science MsS
QOccupational Therapy BS
Physical Education BA-MA
Physical Science BA
Physical Therapy BS
Physics (core pro%) BA-BS-MA-MS
Poﬂtlcal Science (core prog) BA
Psycholoil(core prog) BA MS
Public Admunistration BA MPA
Radio-Television BS MA BA
Recreation BA
Rehabiitatton Counseling MS
Social Sciences BA
Social Work MsSwW
Scciology (core prog) BA MA
Spanish (core-foreign lang) BA
Speech Communication

core prog) BA

-

*Core programs are programs wherein need and demand should not be the preeminent criteria for offering
undergraduste programs In evaluating these undergraduate programs, qualitative cnitena regarding program Integnty
should be paramount * From CSU, “Report of the Project Team on Academic Programs, 1579, page 684

**CPEC policy currently preciudes new engineering programs at new campuses Inctusion of the program here 1s to Indicate
an expression of interest
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Access Programs for the Disadvantaged (Criterion #12)

Access programs for the disadvantaged were addressed in the onginal CSU
proposal for the North County Center and discussed in detail in the supplemental
report to the proposal (CSU, “San Diego State Umversity, North County Proposal,”
June 1988, page 34 and August 1987, pages III. 1-14}. The detailed discussion
in the supplemental report arose in response to concerns rassed by CPEC regarding
the access issue (CPEC, “Proposed Construction of San Diego State University’s
North County Center,” December 1986, pages 37-40).

In the supplemental report the CSU discussed access under three headings:

Educational Equity, which involves a process of identifying underrepresented
populations in the NCSA, establishing contact with them, and providing
information about campus programs and to encourage and assist them to enroll
(recruitment).

Retention 1s the other side of recruitment. Once the students are enrolled, the
campus has a commitment to provide curricula and programs that wll assist and
encourage them to complete their degree program.

Physical Access, which involved selecting a centrally located site that has good
access to highways and public transit systems (bus line, )itney service, and a
proposed light rail line that is planned to parallel Highway 78 along an old Santa
Fe right-of-way). Access also involves design of buildings and all other facilities
to provide access for the handicapped

Nothing has changed since the earlier reports were wntten to alter the commitment of
the CSU, the North County Center, or San Diego State Umversity to access. If a full-service
cempus is approved, 1ts access programs will continue and build upon the North County
Center's work in this area.
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Appendix A

CPEC Guidelines and Procedures for the
Review of New Campuses and Off-Campus Centers

NOTE- The following matenal is reproduced from
Report 82.34 of the Califorma Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission, which the Commussion adopted
on September 20, 1982

Preface

It has been many years since a new campus was atl-
thorized for either the University of Califormia or
the California State University, and it is not antic:-
pated that any will be proposed in the immediate
future In the past five vears, the only authorized
new campuses have been Orange County Commun-
ity Colleges Off-campus centers, however, contin-
ue to be proposed from t:me to time, and it 13 pro-
bable that some new centers wall be offered for Com-
mission review and recommendation in the future.

In April of 1975, the Commussion adopted policies
relating to the review of new campuses and centers,
and revised those policies in September of 1978
The purpose was to provide the segments with spe-
cific directions whereby they could conform to two
Education Code sections The first of these directs
the Commussion to review proposals for new cam-
puses and off-campus centers of public postaecon-
dary education and to advise the Legislature and
the Governor on the need for and loecation of these
new campuses and centers (Education Code 66903)
The second states the Legislature’s intent that no
funds for the acqusition of sites or for the construc-
tion of new campuses and ¢off-campus centers by the
public segments be authorzed without the Comrus-
sion's recommendation

The 1975 document - and the 1973 revision -
outlined the Commussion's basic assumptrons under
which the guidelines and procedures were devel-
oped, and speciiied the proposals subject to Commis-
sion review, the criteria for reviewing proposals, the

schedule to be followed by the segments when they
submit proposals, and the required contents of
"Needs Studies " As expenence was gained with
the guidelines, it became clear that some confusion
was generated by this format, and that some in-
structions appeared to be ambiguous or difficult to
interpret [n addition, there was the problem of
applymng the guidelines to operations that had been
started totally with non-State funds - especially
Comamumty College off-campus centers imitiated
solely with local money — a distinetion of consider-
able substance prior to passage of Proposition 13,
but less meamingful thereafter In several cases,
doubt arose as to whether an existing center had
been previously recommended by the Commission
or "grandfathered” in by bewng 1mitiated before the
guidelines were adopted. [n other cases, although
the Comrmssion was notified, it took no action be-
cause no State money was winvolved or anticipated.
When State funds were later requested, some dis-
tricts acquired the mistaken \mpression that a fav-
orable recommendation had been secured, and were
surprised to learn that they had to participate in an
extended review process with no assurance that
State funds would be approved The purpose of this
document is to resolve the questions and ambigu-
ities surrounding the original {1973) and updated
(1978) guidelines To that end -- although large sec-
tions remain virtually unchanged -- three major re-
visions are uncluded

!  Theoriginal zuudelines stated that the Comms-
s1ont would review new off-campus centers "that
will require eicher State or local funding for
acquisition, remodeling or construction, and/or
(2) those planned for use for three or more years
ata given location, and which (a) wiil offer cour-
ses 10 two or more certificate and/or degree pro-
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grams, and/or (b) will have a headcount enrol-
Iment of 500 or more "

The revised gudelines wincluded 1n this docu-
ment specify the need for review and recom-
mendation only for operations “that wiil require
State funding for construction, acqgusition, re-
modeling, or lease Those operations involving
no State funds may be censidered by the Com-
mission for review and recommendation, but
are reported primartly for inventory purposes.”
The location, program, and enrcilment criteria
are removed from the gudelines, leaving State
funding the sole condition for requiring the
Commission’s recommendation. Review re-
quirements for centers which have been 1n exis-
tence for several years at the time State funds
are requested are specified below

2 The original gudelines contained both “Criter-
1a” for reviewing new proposals and a section
entitled "Content of Needs Study” which was
largely repetitive. In this document, the latier
section has been subsumed under an expanded
“"Criteria” section.

3 The time schedules in the original guidelines
and procedures were inconsistent between the
four-year segments and the Community Col-
leges. This revision attempts to make the
schedules more consistent for all segments.

Without question, the most difficult problem sur-
rounding the Commussion’s role in the review of
new campuses and off-campus centers concerns op-
grations started without State money but needing
State money at a later date. Obwviously, it is umpos-
sible to ignore the fact that such operations exast,
but at the same time, the Commission cannot allow
prior existence to constitute a higher prionty for
State funds than would be accorded a proposal for a
completely new facility Were existing campuses
and centers given such a priority, it could encourage
the segments to "seed” new operations from non-
State sources on the assumption that State money
could be obtained more easily later Accordingly,
the Commission must regard any request for State
funds, whether for an existing or new campus or
center, as belng applicable to a new operation
Thus while these guidelines and procedures re-
quire Commussion review and recommendatien only
for State-funded operations. the Commissien stron-
gly suggests that any »>egment anticipating the
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need for State funds later take steps to secure the
Commussion’s favarabie recommendation at the ear-
liest possible tume. If such steps are taken, it shouid
be possibie to avoid denying funds to an existing
centar

Although these guidelines and procedures are duir-
ected to public postsecondary education, the Com-
mission invites and encourages the independent col-
leges and universities and the private vocational
schools to submit their proposals for new campuses
and off-campus centers to the Commussion for re-
view, thus factlitating the statewide planming act-
1vities of the Commussion. Thus invitation to the in-
dependent segment was first extended by the Com-
mission on April 14, 1975, at the ime these guide-
lines and procedures were first approved. A sumilar
invitation was extended on March 17, 1980, with
respect to degree programs to be offered at off-
campus locations (Degrees of Diversity Qff-Campus
Education tn Califormia, Califorrua Postsecondary
Edueation Commussion Report No 80-5,p 100)

Agsumptions basic to the deveiopment
of guidelines and procedures for
Commission review of proposals for
new campuses and off-campus centers

The following assumptions are considered to be cen-
tral to the development of a procedure for Com-
mission review of proposals for new campuses and
off-campus centers.

o The Unuversity of Califormua and the Califormia
State Unuversity will continue to admit every eli-
gble undergraduate applicant, aithough the ap-
plicant may be subject to redirection from the
campus of first choice

e The University of Califorrua plans and develops
its campuses on the basis of statewide need

e The Califorma State University plans and devel-
ops 1ts campuses on the basis of statewde needs
and special regional constderations

¢ The Califorma Community Colleges plan and de-
velop their campuses and off-campus centers on
the basis of open enroliment for all students cap-
able of benefiting from the instruction and on che
basis of local needs



e Planned enrollment capacities are established for
and observed by all campuses of publiic postsecon-
dary education. These capacities are determined
on the basis of statewide and wnstitutional acono-
mies, campus environment, limutations on cam-
Pus size, program and student mix, and internal
orgamzation. Planned capacities are established
by the governing boards of Community College
districts (and reviewed by the Beard of Governors
of the Califorma Community Colleges), the Trus-
tees of the California State Umversity, and the
Regents of the Unmiversity of Califorma. These
capacities are subject to review and recommen-
dation by the Commission.

Proposals subject to Commission review

New campuses

The Commission will review propesals for all new
campuses of the University of California, the Calif-
ormia State University, and the California Com-
munity Colleges.

New off-campus centers

For the purposes of this section, "State funds” are
defined as any and all montes from State General
Fund appropriations and/or property tax revenues

University of California and California State Uni-
versity The Commuission i1s concerned with off-cam-
pus educational operations established and admun-
istered by a campus of either segment, the central
admunistration of either segment, or by a consor-
tium of eolleges and/or universities sponsored whol-
ly or in part by either of the above Operations that
are to be reported to the Commission for review are
those which will provide instruction in programs
leading to degrees, and which will requre State
funding for construction, acquisitien, remodeling,
or lease Those that involve funding from other
than State sources may be considered by the Com-
russion for review and recommendation, but need
be reported only as part of the Commussion’s [nven-
tory of Off-Campus Facilities and Programs (Educa-
tion Code Sec. 86903[13])

California Community Colleges The Commussion is
concerned with off-campus operations established
and admimstered by an existing Commurty Col-
lege, a Community College district, or by a consor-
tium of colleges and umversities sponsored wholly
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or 1n part by etther of the above Operations to be
reported to the Commission for review and recom-
mendation are those that will require State funding
(as defined above) for construction, acquisition, re-
modeling, or lease. Those operations not involving
State funds may be considered by the Commussion
for review and recommendation, but need be repor-
ted only as part of the Commussion’s Inventory of
Off-Campus Factlities and Programs

Consortia. When a consortium 1nvolves more than
one public segment, or a public and the independent
segment, one of those segments must assume pri-
mary responsibility for presenting the proposal to
the Commission for review

All Proposals: All off-campus operations must be
reportad to the Commussion, either through the
requirements of these guidelines and procedures, or
through the Inventory of Off-Campus Facilities and
Programs. Any off-campus center established with-
out State funds will be considered to be a new center
as of the time State funds are requested for con-
struction, acquisition, remodeling, or lease

Criteria for reviewing proposals

All proposals for new campuses and off-campus cen-
ters requured by these guidelines to be submitted by
any segment of higher education in Califormia must
include a comprehensive "Needs Study " This study
must satisfy all of the critera specified below, and
will constrtute the basis for the Commussion’s evalu-
ation of proposals As noted in the Preface, all first-
time requests for State funds will be considered as
applying to new operations, regardless of the length
of time such campuses or centers have been 1n exis-
tence

Criteria for reviewing new campuses

1 Enrollment projections should be sufficient to
Justify the establishment of the campus For the
proposed new campus, and for each of the exis-
ting campuses 1t the district or system, enrol-
Iment projections for each of the first ten vears
of operation, and for the fifteenth and twentieth
years, must be provided For an exusting cam-
pus, all previous enrollment experience must
also be provided Department of Finance enrol-
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lment projections must be included 1n any needs
study

Alternatives to establishing a campus must be
considered. These alternatives must include.
(1) the possibility of estabiishing an off-campus
center instead of a campus; {2) the expansion of
existing campuses; and (3) the increased utiliza-
tion of existing campuses

Other segments, institutions, and the commun-
ity in which the campus is to be located must be
consulted during the planning process for the
new campus. Strong local or regional interest
in the proposed campus must be demonstrated.

Statewide enroilment projected for the Unver-
sity of Califorma should exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing University cam-
puses. If statewide enrollment does not exceed
the planned enrollment capeacity for the system,
compelling statewide needs for the establish-
ment of the new campus must be demonstrated.

Projected statewide enrollment demand on the
California State University system should ex-
ceed the planned enrollment capacity of exist-
ing State Unuversity campuses. If statewide
enrollment does not exceed the planned enrol-
|ment capacity for the system, compelling re-
gional needs must be demonstrated.

Projected enrollment demand on a Commumty
College district should exceed the planned en-
rollment capactty of existing distrniet campuses
If cdistrict enrollment does not exceed the
planned enrollment capacity of existing district
campuses, compelling local needs must be dem-
onstrated

The establishment of a new University of Cali-
forma or Califorma State Uriversity campus
must take 1nto consideration existing and pro-
jected enrollments in the neighboring institu-
t10ns of its own and of other segments

The establishment of a new Communuty College
campus must not reduce exasting and projected
enrollments 1n adjacent Commumty Colleges --
either within the district propesing the new
campus or in adjecent districts - to a level that
will damage their economy of operation, or cre-
ate excess enrcllment ¢apacity at these wnsttu-
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tions, or lead to an unnecessary duplication of
programs

9 Enrollments projected for Commurnuty College
campuses must be within a reasonable commu-
ting time of the campus, and should exceed the
mimumum size for a Community College district
estabiished by legislation (1,000 units of aver-
age dasly attendance [ADA] two years after open-
ng)

10. The programs projected for the new campus
must be described and justfied.

11. The characteristics (physical, social, demogra-
phuc, ete.) of the location proposed for the new
campus must be included.

12 The campus must facilitate access for the
economically, educationally, and socially disad-
vantaged.

Critema for revtewntng new off-campus cenlers

1 Enroliment projections should be sufficient to
justify the establishment of the new off-campus
center Five-year projections must be provided
for the proposed center, with enrollments indi-
cated to be sufficient to justify 1ts establish-
ment. For the Umiversity of California and the
Califormia State Urnuversity, five-year projec-
tions of the nearest campus of the segment pro-
posing the center must also be provided For the
Community Colleges, five-year projections of all
district campuses, and of any other campuses
withun ten miles of the proposed center, regard-
less of district, must be provided. When State
funds are requested for an existing center, all
previous enrollment experience must also be
provided. Department of Finance enrollment
estimates must be included 1n any needs study

2 The segment proposing an off-campus center
must submit a comprehensive cost’/benefit anal-
ysis of all alternatives to establishing the cen-
ter This analysis mast tnclude (1) the expan-
sion of existing campuses. (2) the expansion of
existing off-campus centers 1n the area, (3) the
increased utilization of existing campus and oif-
campus centers, and (4) the possibhility of using
leased or donated space in instances where the
center is to be located 1n facilities proposed to be
owned by the campus



3 Gther public segments and adjacent institu-
tions, public or private, must be consulted dur-
ing the planning process {or the new off-campus
center

4. Programs to be offered at the proposed center
must meet the needs of the commun:ty 1n which
the center 1s to be located. Strong local or re-
gonal interest in the proposed facility must be
demonstrated.

5. The proposed off-campus center must not lead to
an unnscessary duplication of programs at
neighboring campuses or off-campus centars, ra-
gardless of segment or district boundaries.

6. The establishment of University and State Uni-
versity off-campus centers should take into con-
sideration existing and projected enrollment 1n
adjacent institutions, regardiess of segment.

7. The location of 2 Commumty College off-cam-
pus center should not cause reductions 1n exis-
ting or projected enrollments 1n adjacent Com-
munity Colleges, regardless of district, to a level
that would damage their economy of operation,
or create excess enrollment capacity, at these
wnstitutions.

8. The proposed off-campus center must be located
within a reasonable commuting time for the
majority of residents te be served.

9 The programs projected for the new off-campus
center must be described and justified.

10 The charactenstics (physical, social, demogra-
phie, etc.) of the [ocation proposed for the new
off-campus center must be ineluded

11 The off-campus center must facilitate access for
the economically, educationally, and socizlly
disadvantaged.

Schedule for submitting proposais
for new campuses and off-campus centers

The basie intent of the tume schedule for submitting
proposals to establish new campuses and off-campus
centers 15 to involve Commission staff early 1n the
planming process and to make certamn that elements
needed for Commuission review are developed within
the needs stuay described previously in these guide-
lines and procedures

The schedules suggested below are dependent upon
the dates when funding for the new campus or oif-
campus center 1s included 1n the Governor's Budget
and subsequently approved by the Legslature
Prior to the date of funding, certain events must
oceur, including (1) a needs study to be authorized
and conducted with notification to the Commussion,
{2) district and/or system approval of the proposed
campus or off-campus center, (3) Commission re-
view and recommendation, (4} budget preparation
by segmental staff, (5) segmental approval of the
budget, (6) Department of Finance review (or inclu-
sion in the Governor's Budget; (7) consideration by
the Legisiature; and (8) sigming of the budget biil by
the Governor.

Specific schedules are suggested beiow for all pro-
posals for new campuses and off-campus centers re-
quirnng State funds for construction, acguisition, re-
modeling, or lease As noted previously, however,
the Commission may review proposals for new cam-
puses and off-campus centers, regardless of the
source of funding This may require revisions in the
suggested schedules Therefore, the specific tame-
tables outlined below should be considered as gu.de-
lines for the development of proposals and not dead-
lines However, timely Commission notification of,
and participation tn the needs study, 1S umportant,
and will be a factor considered 1n the Comrmussion's
review of proposals

Schedule for new campuses

Univeraity of California and California State Unuversity

1 Needs study authorized by the Regents of the
Cniversity of Califormia or by the Trustees of
the Califorma State University, with nobafi-
cation to the Commuission (30 months before
funding)

2 Needs study conducted by segmental staff with
appropriate participation by Commission staff
(29-19 months before funding)

3 Regents or Trustees aporove new campus {18
months before funding)

4 Approval review by the California Postsec-
ondary Education Commission (17-15 months
before funding)

5 Budget preparation by segmental staff (14-11
months before funding)
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Budget approval by Regents or Trustees (10
months before funding)

Review by the Department of Finance (8-7
months before funding).

Consideration by the Legislature (8-0 months
hefore funding)

Funding

California Community Colleges

1.

8.

Needs study authorized by the local district
board with notification to the Board of Gover-
nors and the Commussion (32 months before
funding)

Needs study conducted by the district staff wath
appropriate participation by staff from the
Board of Governors and the Commussion (31-21
months before funding).

Local board approves campus (20 months before
funding).

Approval review by the Board of Governors (19-
18 months before funding)

Approval review by the California Postsecon-
dary Education Commission (17-16 months be-
fore funding)

Budget preparation by the Board of Governors’
staff and the Department of Finance review (15-
3 months before funding)

Consideration by the Legislature (3-0 months
before funding).

Funding

Schedule for new off-campus centers

Umiversity of California and California State University

1

Needs study authorized by the segment with no-
tificatzon to the Commission (12 months before
funding).

Needs study conducted by segmental staff with
appropriate participation by Commussion staff
(11-9 months before funding)

Regents or Trustees approve new off-campus
center (9 months before funding)

Review by the Califorma Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commussion (8-6 months before funding)
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Budget preparation by segmental staff (8-6
months before funding)

Review by the Department of Finance (6-3
months baefore funding)

Consideration by the Legislature (3-0 months
before funding)

Funding

Califormua Commumiy Colleges

1

Needs study authorized by local district board
with notification to the Board of Governors and
the Commission (18-16 months before funding)

Needs study conducted by district staff with ap-
propriate participation by staff from the Board
of Governors and the Commission (15-13
months before funding)

Local board approves off-campus center (12-11
months before funding).

Needs study submitted to the Board of Gover-
nors (2 months before funding)

Approval review by the Board of Governors (9
months before funding)

Needs study subrmutted to the Califorma Post-
secondary Education Commission (8 months
before funding)

Approval review by the Califormia Postsecon-
dary Education Commussion (8-6 months before
funding)

Budget preparation by the Board of Governors
and review by the Department of Finance (6-3
months before funding)

Consideration by the Legislature (3-0 months
before funding)

10 Funding



Age
17 and under
18-19
20-34
35-39

over 59

TOTAL

Note+ All values 1 parentheses are percentages

Table B-1

Age Distribution of California State University Students

Total Enrollments, Fail 1980, 1983, 1986

Fall 1980

1,449
(© 3)
47,869
(15.2)
230,408
(73.4)
33,112
(10.5)
1,212

(0.4)
313,850

Fall 1983

956
(0.3)
44,497
(14.2)
232,915
(14.2)
34,164
(10.9)
1,368

(0.4)
313,900

Fall 1986

1,550
(0.5)
46,875
(14.0)
242,091
(72.6)
41,308
(12.4)
1,602

(0.5)
333,424

Appendix B

Average
Fall 1980
1983, 1988
0.4%
14.5%
73.4%
11.3%

0.4%

Source. CSU, Statistical Report #4, Enrollment by Age, Sex and Student Level, various years
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Appendix C

Measures of FTE Capacity for the CSU, 1988-89 through 1993-94

Table C-1

Lecture, Class Laboratory Capacity

Campus 1987-88 1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94
Bakersfield 3,099 3,089 3,008 3,318 3,318 3,318 3,318
Chico 11,589 11,580 11,883 11,720 12,427 12,328 12,328
Dominguez Hills 6,829 6,629 5,955 5,955 5,955 5,955 5,955
Fresno 11,918 12,795 12,357 12,996 13,276 14,288 14,288
Fullerton 13,765 14,010 14,324 14,246 14,604 14,870 14,870
Hayward 11,302 11,302 11,302 11,302 11,302 11,302 11,302
Humboldt 5,897 3,997 5,997 5,997 3,997 5,997 6,020
Long Beach 19,593 20,177 20,005 20,898 20,898 21,001 21,001
Northridge 17,201 17,353 17,353 17,418 20,138 20,181 20,181
Pomona 12,333 12,361 12,381 13,538 13,538 14,508 14,598
Sacramento 15,177 15,177 14,926 17,893 18,155 18,155 18,155
San Bernardino 4,054 4,054 4,054 8,615 6,615 6,613 6,615
San Diego*® 29 600 22,913 23,383 24,143 24,570 25,099 22,510
San Francisco 18,221 16,221 16,221 16,305 16,305 16,635 16,835
San Jose 18,016 18,613 19,252 19,252 19,252 19,252 19,252
San Luis Obispo 12,853 12,853 12,853 12,858 13,418 13,655 13,655
Sonoma 5,288 5,288 5,288 3,288 5,288 5,288 5,288
Stamslaus 3,474 3,474 3,474 3,474 3,474 3,474 3,474
Total 230,131 232,881 232,870 242,129 247,441 250,924 248,358

*Main campus onlv

Source “Summary of Campus Capaaty,” CSU, Division of Physical Planming and Development, October 1987



Ca.mpus (Fracton®)

Bakersfield .072
Cluco .074
Dominguez Hills .084
Fresno 073
Fullerton 048
Hayward 068
Humboldt 122
Long Beach 057
Los Angeles 074
Northndge 055
Pomona .041
Sacramento 069
San Bermardino .073
San Diego”"*" 058
San Francisco .071
San Jose 066

San Lus Obispo 085

Sonoma 115
Stamslaus 0894
Total
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Appendix C
(continued)
Table C-2

Overall Campus Capacity
1987-88 1988-839 1980-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992.93 1993-04
3,339 3,339 3,338 3,575 3,575 3,375 3,375
12,515 12,515 12,817 12,657 13,420 13,313 13,313
7,308 7,308 8,501 6,501 6,501 6,501 8,501
12,857 13,803 13,330 14,019 14,321 15,413 15,413
14,459 14,716 15,046 14,964 15,340 15,620 15,620
12,127 12,127 12,127 12,127 12,127 12,127 12,127
8,830 6,330 8,830 6,830 6,330 6,830 8,856
20,777 21,387 21,214 22161 22,161 22,270 22,270
20,424 20,424 20,424 20,424 20,424 20,424 20,424
18,202 18,383 18,363 18,432 21,310 21,358 21,356
12,860 12,889 12,889 14,117 14,117 15,222 15,222
16,302 14,302 16,302 19,219 19,501 16,501 19,501
4,373 4,373 4,373 7,136 7,138 7,138 7,136
24,017 24,350 24,828 25,657 26,111 26,673 23,921
17,461 17,481 17,461 17,551 17,551 17,906 17,9508
19,337 19,928 20,612 20,612 20,612 20,612 20,612
13,747 13,747 13,747 13,752 14,349 14,604 14,604
5,976 5,976 5,978 5,978 5,976 5,978 5,976
3,84 3,834 3,84 3,834 3,834 3,834 3,834
248,744 249,860 249,545 259,546 265,198 268,895 266,170

*These numbers represent the fraction of campus FTE in courses thet do not use capacity space.

**Main campus only

Source: Table C-1 capacity data adjusted by adding FTE in courses that do not use capacity space
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Appendix D

Excerpt from the Minutes of the CSU Board of Trustees’ Committee on Campus Planmng,
Buildings and Grounds, Initial Master Plan Approval — San Diego State Umversity —
North County Center, March 8, 1988, Agenda item #11

Remarks by Dr. Anthony ]. Moye, Deputy Vice Chancellor for Academuc Affairs, Resources:

Thank you Ms. Chaffin. I'm here to call the Board's attention to the fact that
although we have approval by the California Postsecondary Education
Commission for a permanent off-campus center in North County and Ms. Chaffin
has talked about the acquisition of land, we need to add that the Legislature
in the 1987-88 Budget Act has included language to the effect that a study and
analysis of the feasibility of establishing a full-service campus at the North County
site needs to be submitted to the Joint Legslative Budget Committee and the
California Postsecondary Education Commission within two years of the
acquisition of the land.

The analysis is to include the effect that the establishment of a full-service campus
would have on other CSU campuses, on UC campuses and on the community
colleges. We have begun such an analysis. Preliminary mndications are quite
favorable to the ultimate establishment of a full-service campus.

However, the question about going ahead with a full-service campus has yet to
be presented to the Board of Trustees. That will still take several months. There
is a staff group working on this analysis and there will be a commumty advisory
group formed which will review the study and provide some policy direction,
We believe at this pont 1t 1s reasonable that the physical Master Plan be presented
to the Board and that 1t be recognized that a full-service campus might ulimately
evolve at the site. This is why the plan being presented to you 15 in multiple phases.
It allows the physical Master Plan to take account of this unresolved issue 1n that
if the North County Center is not to be converted to a full-service campus, then
Phases II through IV of the plan would not be implemented We need to move
ahead on the physical Master Plan for Phase I. Phases II through IV are subsequent
to the determination by the Trustees and the Legislature that a full-service campus
is warranted.
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Enrollment Data for Five CSU Campuses,
Used to Calculate Participation Rates,

Age = emmmrmemmmmcmeeccemmm e e ———
Group Pop Lower Div Upper Div
BAKERSFIELD
15-19 38373 453 1
20-24 42652 372 669
25-29 48531 95 325
30-34 44941 63 257
35-39 38048 41 165
40-44 30050 22 100
45-49 24565 9 42
50-54 21541 4 15
55-59 21003 3 3
60 + 66525 1 7
Totals 373229 1063 1584
ASCU 13.45 11.62
FTE 953 1227
STANISLAUS
15-19 24356 329 3
20-24 26303 229 529
25-29 26730 41 249
30-34 26800 35 192
35-39 24360 23 142
40-44 19801 8 75
45-49 15687 6 39
50-54 13620 4 10
55-59 12983 1 1
60 + 50354 4 &
Totals 240994 680 1246
ASCU 11.91 10.64
FTE 540 883
SONOMA
15-19 25203 124 1
20-24 27934 108 437
25-29 26919 a1 314
30-34 30234 36 302
35-39 33103 29 232
40-44 27424 19 154
45-49 18576 11 67
50-54 14615 3 33
55-59 14251 2 6
60 + 60941 3 28
Totals 279200 378 1574
ASCU 12.06 11.08
FTE 304 1163
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Fall 1987

Local Enrollments

317
261
239
155
69
27
12

1184

7.27
574

59
148
175
151
109

55

18

727

6.58
219

50
163
232
261
221

84

38

10

28

1087

8.06
584

Appendix E

2754

332
817
438
402
316
192
100

32

18
2653

1742

125
595
518
570
522
394
le2
74
18
61
3029

2051
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Local Enrcllments

Age - — e — - -
Group Pop Lower Div Upper Div PB/Grad
HUMBOLDT
15-19 8427 184 2 0
20-24 10808 158 295 73
25-29 8146 60 246 130
30-34 11404 37 193 159
35-39 10551 39 136 124
40-44 7416 9 52 86
45-49 5422 2 31 43
50-54 4483 3 12 29
55-59 4539 0 0 11
60 + 19697 17 -] 48
Totals 90890 509 973 703
ASCU 12.43 12.66 9.82
FTE 422 821 460
SAN BERNARDINOQ
15-19 94122 618 5 0
20-24 102275 476 938 114
25-29 101316 90 530 349
30-34 106444 78 380 292
a5-39 94216 47 311 322
40-44 74221 27 186 214
45-49 55694 17 75 96
50-54 47914 8 43 48
55-59 46584 1 19 19
60 + 149824 1 13 15
Totals 872610 1363 2500 1469
ASCU 13.04 12.06 7.95
FTE 1185 2009 779
Sources
Population: Department of Finance Report 86-P-3

Enrollments: 1987 CSU Enrollment

Appendix E
{(Continued)

1703

623
1528
969
750
680
427
188
99
a9
29
5332

3973

Reporting System, Statistical Report 8
(Table 3) and Statistical Report 10 {Table 1)



Campus
Bakersfield
Humboldt

San Bernardino
Sonoma

Stanislaus

Total
w/o Humboldt
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Table F-1

Origin of Students at Five CSU Campuses, Fall 1986

Local
County

3,356
2,044
4,578
2,713
2,201

14,852
12,808

Other
California

586
3,448
2,006
2,376

1,929

Other
States

36
233
168
122

30

Foreign

342
(171)
142

(83)
471
(298)
335
(145)
461
(238)

(933)
(852)

Total
4,330
5,865
7,423
5,746
4,621

27,985
22,120

Appendix F

Percent

Local
81.6
36.3
65.7
497
52.8

56.4
81.8

Sources CSU, 1088-87 Statistical Report §8, “Ongn of 1986 Fall Term Enrollment,” CSU, 1936-87 Statistical
Report #10, Fall 19868 Non-Citizen Enrollment
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Appendix G

Correspondence Relating to the Feasibility Study
Chancellor Reynolds (CSU) to President Gardner (UC), April 1, 1988.
President Gardner to Chancellor Reynolds, May 18, 1988.

Vice Chancellor Smart (CSU) to Presidents Hughes (Umversity of San Diego), Cook
(National University), and Rust (USIU), April 25, 1988,

President Hughes to Vice Chancellor Smart, May 12, 1988.
City Manager Gittings (San Marcos) to Dr. Rush (North County Center), May 31, 1988.
Honorable William Craven to Executive Vice Chancellor Carter (CSU), June 2, 1988

Assistant Director Storey (CPEC) to Vice Chancellor Smart (CSU), July 11, 1988



BAKERSFIELD CHICO DOMINGUEZ HILLS FRESNO FULLERTON HAYWARD HUMBOI DT
PUMONA  SACRAMENTN  SAN BFRNARDING <SAN DIEGO SAN FAANQOSCO SAN JOSE

1 ONG BEACH - LOS ANGELES NORTHRIINGE
SAN LUIS ORISPO SONOMA  STANISLAUS

OFFICE O

F THE CHANCELLOR
u1n59m5501

April 1, 1988

Dr. David P. Gardner, President
University of California
Systemwide Administration
Barkeley, California 94720

Dear David:

As you may know, The California State University'’s
request for funding for purchase of a site upoan which to
construct permanent facilities for the North County Center of
San Diego State University was approved in the 1987-88 Budget
Act. We are now in the final stages of purchasing a 300-acre
site for the Center in the city of San Marcoes.

The funding for the »ermanent site was accompanied by
Budget Act language (see e :tachment 1) requiring The California
State University to report on ". . . the feasihility of
establishing a full-servic: campus at this site". The language
also requires us to addres the effect a full-service
California State Universit campus in San Marcos might have
upon the ®*. , . University of California campuses".
Additionally, the Californ Postsecondary Education
Commission's, criteria for ‘2w campus proposals, requires
consultation with the other =segments and neighboring
institutions.

I am writing to inforn you that the required study is
underway. Although a comple e draft is not yet available, on a
preliminary basis I can tel! you this:

- . The indications for a full-service campus are favorable.
The North San Diego County region has exzperienced
substantial population growth and is projected to have a
good deal more in the coming decades. San Diego State
University is at its physical capacity. We have a good
site and strong community support. San Diego State
University is providing full support to development
efforts.

- Estimates suggest that a full-service campus could enroll
a total of 5,000-7,000 students in the late 1990s., It
could grow substantially beyond that in the following
decades along with the north San Diego county area. Our
enrollment projection methodology relies, in part, upon
The California State University's enrollment projections
made by the Department of Finance. It also relies upon
the population projections made by the San Diego
Association of Governments for the north San Diege county
region. 1

400 GOLDEN SHORE, LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 908024275 INFORMATION- {213) 590-5506
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Dr. David P. Gardner
Page Two

- Although the campus' specific academic programs are not
complately determined at this time, we anticipate it
would offer our core programs plus the more specialized
pregrams currently approved for the North County Center
{see attachment 2). Other programs will undoubtedly be
proposed in the future.

By this letter I invite the University's comments,
reactions, and concerns regarding this study and proposal. We
would be happy to meet with you or staff you designate to
provide a more complete briefing and/or discuss any of the
issues involved. I would also appreciate your advice on how
best to obtain the involvement of the three University campuses
closest to the San Marcos site: San Diego, Riverside, and
Irvine.

Sincerely,

(e
W, Ann Reynolds
Chancellor

Attachments

cc: w/0 attachment
Director William Picker s
Executive Vice Chancellar Carter
Vice Chancellor Kerschrar
Vice Chancellor Smart
Deputy Vice Chancellor Moye
Director Joyce Justus
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UNIVLRBSTUY OF CALIFFORNI N

—

BELREURY « VLIS LIVIND « BOS ANCT R S « IIVTHSITM o SaS DILLU D & sAN FiEssd AT

SARTa HVKBALY I RIAY 1
DAVID PIRPON T GAIUNEH ww OLTICL OF TH PRAFSIDENT
Presalunt BLAKELEY CALITOINNTD Y 91321
(4151 H2 1411
May 13, 1988
EXECUTIVE
VICE CHANCELLGCR
Chancellor W, Ann Reynolds o4 1357
The California State University MAY <& 19T
Office of the Chancellor et s
400 Golden Shore TRUSTEE CA&JrORntﬂ
Long Beach, California 90802-4275 STATE UNIVERSITY
Dear Ann:

Due to an uncommonly heavy traevel schedule in recent weeks, I
am only ftow able to write to thank you for your letter of
April 1, 1988, inviting the University of California’'s
comments on the Califormia Stzze University's plan to examine
the possibility of developing . full-service campus in North
San Diego County. You also asl2d how the nearby UC campuses
at Riverside, Irvine, and San DJiego might be involved in
discussions concerning such a campus.

Since I received your letter, vour office has sponsored a
briefing meeting for all interested parties in San Marcos. I
am pleased that the University of California could be represented
at that meeting by Director Joyce Justus of my office, Executaive
Assistant to the Chancellor Robert Gill of the Riverside
campus, and Dean of Graduate Studies and Research Richard
Attiyeh of the San Diego campus. I understand that a second
meeting to continue these discussions among the interested
parties is scheduled for June 2, and that the Irvine campus
will join San Diego, Riverside, and the Office of the
President in sending a representative.

The initial reactions of UC representatives who attended the
San Marcos meeting were supportive of CSU's planning approach
and direction in North San Diego County. Of course, we will
want to analyze the feasibility study in some detail before
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Chancellor W. Ann Reynolds
May 18, 1988
Page Twe

commenting at length on CSU's plans. Nevertheless, I did want
to convey to you both our appreciation for your concerm that
the nearest UC campuses be involved in discussions of CSU's
plans, and our jnitial reaction, which is positive.

Looking forward tc hearing from you on this matter as your
plans progress, and with best wishes, 1 am,

Sincerely,

David Pierpont Gardner

cc: Chancellor Atkinson
Chancellor Peltason
Chanceller Schraer
Senior Vice President Frazer
Associate Vice President Mcore
Director Justus
Assistant to the Chancellor Gill
Dean Attiyeh
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'IHE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

DAKERAFIELDY CHICO IKIMINGULZ MILLS  TRESNO FULLEATON HAYWARL HUMMMI DT

LONSG BFACH 105 ANGHT IS NORTHRUXF
POMNNA  SALRAMLNTS)  SAN RERNARINNG  SAN DIRGD SAN FRANUISCO SAN JOST

SAN LUIS OBRISPE SONOMA - STANIN ALY

OFTICE OF THE CHANCELLOR
{213) 590- 5515

April 25, 1988

Dr. Author E. Hughes, President
University of San Diego

Alcala Park

San Diego, CA 92110

Dear Art:

In June of 1986 President Thomas Day of San Diego State Univer-
sity wrote to you requesting your comments on our plans to
establish the North County Center of San Diego State University
in the city of San Marceos. I am writing today to update you on
the status of that project and to again solicit your comments.

Permanent facilities for the North County Center were approved
by the California Postsecondary Education Commission in December
1987. We are purchasing a parcel of land in San Marcos (the
Prohoroff Ranch property at the corner of New Barham Drive and
Twin Oaks Valley Road in San Marcos) where the facilities for
the Center are to be constructed.

We' are now engaged in a feasibility study for a full-service
campus at the San Marcos site. This study was mandated by the
Legislature in the 1987-88 Budget Act which also provided the
funds for purchase of the San Marcos site.

Briefly, the North County Center located in 1ts temporary
quarters in San Marcos currently enrolls approximately 1,300
upper division and graduate students (500 FTE). We project
enrollments will increase to 1,500 upper division and graduate
students (1,000 FTE) by 1990. If a full-service campus 1including
lower division were established in the mi1d-1990s, we would
anticipate approxzimately 3,800 students (including 700 lower
division) 1n 1995 and 6,000 students (4,700 FTE) 1n the year
2000. The campus would offer a range of perhaps 30 undergraduate
and 12 graduate degree programs.
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We would very much appreciate your comments regarding the concept
of a full-service campus and its relationship to your institu-
tion. If you have questions or concerns please let me know. We

would be glad to meet with you to discuss the proposal in more
detail.

Sincerely,

(Cper

7
/Gohn M. Smart
~VYice Chancellor
University Affairs

JMS:pfz

cc: Dr. W. Ann Reynolds
Dr. Lee R. Kerschner
Dr. Anthony J. Moye
Dr. Thomas B. Day
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University of an Diego
Office of the President [RELo¥iD
OrriCE OF THZ DEPUTY PROVQST

Y 17 1320

May 12, 1988

Mr. John M. Smart . CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
Vice Chancellor

University Affairs

The California State University
400 Golden Shore

Long Beach CA  90802-4275

Dear Jack,

I'd like to respond to your inquiry about my reactions to San Diego
State University's plans for a full service campus in North County.

My initial reaction to what I thought was being proposed was enthus-
iastic because my earlier reading of the proposal was to have units of
the University that are severly impacted on the San Diego campus be
extended to the San Marcos campus. What is being proposed, as I
now understand it, is another full state university in the San Diego
area. I seriously question the need for another major investment of
state resources in a full-fledged campus in the San Diego area.

There are currently two community college campuses, Mira Costa and
Palomar, which serve well the San Marcos area. They are already
offering the first two years of college at the taxpayers' expense.
Why not let them continue to do that?

‘Secondly, there is no question that the expansion of San Diego State
with a second full service campus will compete dramatically with the
University of San Diego and other private institutions in this reguon.
Rather than make a capital investment in still another campus, 1 be-
lieve it would be much wiser to provide scholarship support for stu-
dents to attend private institutions instead of seeking the capital
resources necessary for the kind of expansion you are contemplating.
The mmpact of community colleges doesn't have the kind of adverse
effect that a SDSU North County Center would have on us since
community college students must transfer if they continue.

What I can reasonably expect from what I have learned about recent
developments with the North County Center is that we will have an-
other Califormia State University serving the San Diego area. To
think that that will not impact us negatively is unreahstc,
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Mr. Smart 20of 2 5/12/88

These comments are probably not what you wanted to hear, Jack,
but they reflect my thoughts on the proposal for a full-fledged
campus in the North County.

Sincerely,

Author E. Hug 9
President
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Cit&s of San (Marcos

105 W. RICHMAR AVENUE & SAM MARCOS. CALIFORNIA 92069

619/744-.4020

May 31, 1988

Dr. Richard Rush, Dean

San Diego State University
North County Campus

800 W. Los Vallecitos Blvd.
San Marcos, CA 92069

Re: Dr. Jewett's Study Regarding "The Feasibility of Establishing
a Full Service CSU Campus in North San Diego County®

Dear Dick:

I understand Dr. Jewett's study wiil be the principal item of discussion
at the Advisory Committee's meeting on June 2, 1983.

Lee has been kind enocugh to give me a copy to review and overall, I would
have to say that the study is guite well done.

However, there is one statement contained within the study, on page 91,
that I believe needs clarification. On page 91, under Item F, ®Indications of

Local Interest and Support, Criterion #3b.," under ftem #2, it states the
following:

"2. The City has made a commitment to provide water and sewerage services
to the site."

It needs to be understood that the City's commitment 1s to construct the
water and sewer pipelines, in conjunction with the street improvements, along
the frontage of new Barham and Twin Oaks Valley Road, based upon the sizes
given to us by CSU. The City has never committed, nor could they financially
comnit, to actually providing water and sewer capacity and/or hookups for the
campus. This has always been understood to be the requirement of the CSU and
not the requirement of the City. The City's commitment is to simply lay the
necessary pipes, based upon the sizes given to us by CSU, to serve the campus
based on buildout. Capacity fees and/or hookups for the campus will be at the
expense of CSU.

I wanted to meke sure this was clarified prior to getting further

confused, considering the °®San Marcos Bil1" has finally made its way through
the California legislature, which would seem to indicate that the various

special dfstricts that charge for water and sewer capacity and hookup fees
will be able to pass that charge on to the CSU.
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Page 2
Richard Rush
May 31, 1988

I appreciate your addressing this issue and ensuring that {t's properly
clarified, so that there 1is no misunderstanding as we move forward in the
development of this very important campus within the City of San Marcos.

If you have any questions regarding the above mentioned matter, please

feel free to give me a call.
%,

R. W. Gittings
City Manager

RWG: sv

cc: Paul Malone
Lee Trhibadeau, Mayor
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WILL.AM A CRAVEN
SENATOR
3ETH DISTRICT

VIZE CHAIRMAN
COMMITTEE ON RULES

June 2, 1988:

Dr. Herbert L. Carter
Executive Vice Chancellor
California State University

Dear Dr. Carter:

My staff has reviewed your draft report to be submitted to the
Legislature and CPEC that will propose a full-service four-year
University in North County. Upon review I have several concerns
that I would like to bring to your attention.

1) By using figures from the five smallest campuses in the
CSU System on which to base student population preojections,
program development and capital outlay do not truly reflect
the demographic or economic projections for San Diege County
in general and the North County area specifically.

2) I feel this approach will be a self-fulfilling prophecy.
We will be considered along with the smallest campuses,
and therefore we will, in fact, be one of the smallest
campuses.

I have attached the latest figure. on population studies done by the
Department of Finance and the San Jiego Association of Governments,
Series 7, for your perusal. In addition, CPEC has been kind enough
to give me the figures from their latest report on where 1987 High
School graduates have gone for their college education. I think you
w1ll find this material of great interest and understand my concern
for the development of the North County Campus.

As you know, it has been my life-long dream to have a full service
CSU campus in Northern San Diego County. I applaud your efforts in this
regard and hope you will appreciate and conggfder my concerns.

Cordis

WILLIAM A. CRAVEN
Senator, 38th District
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

LT
1020 TWELFTH $TREET THIRD FLOOR -?&
SACRAMENTO CALIFORNIA 95874 39895 t‘;?
{916) 445-7933

GECQRGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor

July 11, 1988
S Tan
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OI:J'F:,F ne PP L TR PR

Dr. John M, Smart T et
Vice Chancellor
Unjversity Affairs - = el
California State University
400 Golden Shore CALEQ 14 ems e
Long Beach, California 90802 FSTETE I s oy

Dear Jack:

In response to your letter of June 28 concerning the enrollment
projections for the San Diego North County Center, we have reviewed
the material you sent, as well as our own records and printouts, and
have concluded that the revised participation rates and enrollment
projections that you included in four tables are substantially
correct. The only discrepancy between your figures and ours concerns
the 1995 projection where you produced a "Gross Enroliment” of §,862
headcount students while we found a number of 6,760. This stems from
a probable typographical error in your Table 3 for the 35 and over
group. You indicate 2,332 for that group where we have 2,232. OQur
final figures for 1990, 1995, and 2000 for the upper division and
graduate facility, however, are substantially the same as yours at
2,155, 3,042, and 4,121, respectively.

It is difficult to determine exactly how this discrepancy occurred.
My recollection is that some of the regular published enrallment
reports from your analytical studies division were delayed due to the
changeover of directors. This made it necessary for us to obtain
data tapes from you and create our own programs hera. My guess is
that some programming errors occurred that produced the differences
you noted in your letter.

I hope this causes you no inconvenience as you proceed with planning
for the center, and perhaps, the campus itself. Naturally, we would
be happy to advise anycne of the correction if you think that would
be helpful.

Sincerely,

M
William L. Storey

Assistant Director
Finance and Facilities
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Appendix D
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

—Qr LONG BEACH LOS ANGELES - NORTHRIDGE
= HF SAN LUIS OBISPO - SONOMA STANISLAUS
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POMONA - SACRAMENTO SAN BERNARDINO SAN DIEGO SAN FRANCISCO SAN JOSE

OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR

Mr. William Storey

California Postsecondary
Education Commission

1020 Twelfth Street, Third Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814-3985

Dear Bill:

I am writing in response to Mr. Der's questions during the
discussion of the "Twentieth Campus” at the December 12 Com-
mission meeting regarding minority populations and outreach
efforts to ethnic communities in the north San Diego area.

Ethnic Distribution

The attached table contains projections of the ethnic mix of
the North County Service Area population. The region is pIO-
jected to have a smaller share of minority population than the
state in the year 2000, 37.7% verses 47.6%. However, because

- of the large total population, the minority pocpulation that
will have access to the campus is nevertheless quite large,
appreximately 346,000 in 2000.

Outreach Efforts

The North County Center of San Diego State University has made
an extensive effort to establish contact with ethnic groups in
the region and to assertively make them aware of the education-
al opportunities available at the North County Center. In
addition to recruiting efforts in the ethnic communities, the
Center is planning degree programs in languages and ethnic
studies as well as credential programs designed to train those
who will become teachers in the ethnic communities.

The Educational Opportunity Program provides a full array of
counseling, tutoring, testing and financial aid advising once
students are enrolled. One major objective of EOP is to assist
ethnic students to maintain their enrollments and complete
their degree objective.
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Mr. William Storey
December 14, 1988
Page 2

Another important aspect of access is the central location of
the campus site within the north San Diego county region.
Situated on Highway 78, a major east-west connector between
Highways 5 on the coast and 15 in the interior, makes the
campus readily accessible to the region. For those without
autos, bus transportation will be available, A light rail
system 1s in the planning stages.

The North County Center has a strong committment to access and
cutreach effnarts. I can assure You that the planned transition
to an independent full-service campus will not in any way
reduce this committment.

In summary, the center/campus is committed to serve a large
minority population in the north San Diegec region. If you have
additional questions or need more information on this subject,
please let us know.

Sincerely,

John M., Smart

ice Chancellor
University Affairs

JMS : pg

Attachment

cc: Dr. Kenneth O‘'Brien
Dr. Frank I. Jewett

176



North County Service Area, Population and Ethnic Mix

Total Population
Asian
(%)
Black
Hispanic
White, non-Hispanic

Other

Total Minority
Population

199¢
721,000

42,539
(5.9)
39,655
(5.5)
134,100
(18.6)
496,769
(68.9)
7,931
(1.1)

224,225
(31.1)

Sources: Population from CSU,

and Assoc...,

2000
920,000

84,640
(9.2)
50,600
(5.5)
201,480
(21.9)
573,160
(62.3)
9,200
(1.1)

345,920
(37.6)

"A Report to the Legisla-
ture and ... North San Diego County”, 1988, p.
distribution from Tadlock
Market Analysis...Northern San Diego County", 1986, p.

"Demographic/
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE California Postsecondary Education Commus-
sion 18 a crtizen board established m 1974 by the Leg-
islature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
Cabforma’s colleges and universities and to provide
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and recom-
mendations to the Govemor and Legislature

Members of the Commission

The Comrmssion consists of 17 members Nine rep-
resent the general pubhic, with three each appotnted
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Commuttee, and the Speaker of the Assembly Six
others represent the major segments of postsecondary
educatton in Califorma Two student members are
appounted by the Governor

As of January 1994, the Commussioners representing
the general pubhc are

Henry Der, San Francisco, Chair

C Thomas Dean, Long Beach, Vice Chair
Elamne Alquist, Santa Clara

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles

Helen Z. Hansen, Long Beach

Guillermo Rodniguez, Jr, San Francisco
Melinda G Whlson, Torrance

Linda ] Wong, Los Angeles

Ellen Wnight, San Jose

Representatives of the segments are

Alice ] Gonzales, Rocklin, apponted by the
Regents of the Umiversity of Califormia,

Yvonne W Larsen, San Diego, appointed by
the Calhforma State Board of Education,

Alice Petrossian, Glendale, appointed by the
Board of Governors of the Califorma
Community Colleges,

Ted ] Saenger, San Francisco, appomted by
the Trustees of the Califorma State University,
Kyhi Smeby, Pasadena, appomted by the
Govemnor to represent Califorma’s independent
colleges and unuversities, and

Frank R Martinez, San Luis Obispo, altemnate
appointed by the Council for Private
Postsecondary and Vocational Education

The student representatives are

Chnstopher A Lowe, Placentia
Beverly A Sandeen, Costa Mesa

Functions of the Commission

The Commussion 1s charged by the Legislature and Gov-
emor to “assure the effective utilization of public postsec-
ondary education resources, thereby eliminating waste and
unnecessary duplication, and to promote diversity,

mnovation, and responsiveness to student and societal
needs ”

To this end, the Commussion conducts independent reviews
of matters affecting the 2,600 wnstitutions of postsecondary
education in Cahforma, including community colleges,
four-year colleges, umversities, and professional and
occupational schools

As an advisory body to the Legislature and Governor, the
Commussion does not govern or admunister any institutions,
nor does 1t approve, authonze, or accredit any of them
Instead, 1t performs its specific duties of planmng,
evaluation, and coordination by cooperating with other
State agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
those other goverming, adminstrative, and assessment
functions

Operation of the Commission

The Commussion holds regular meetings throughout the
year at which 1t debates and takes action on staff studies
and takes positions on proposed legislation affecting
education beyond the high school in Califorma By law,
its meetngs are open to the public Requests to speak at a
meeting may be made by wnting the Commission 1n
advance or by submutting a request before the start of the
meetng

The Commussion’s day-to-day work 1s carned out by its
staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of 1ts executive
director, Warren Halsey Fox, Ph D , who 1s appointed by
the Commussion

Further information about the Comnussion and its pubh-
cations may be obtained from the Commussion offices at
1303 J Street, Swite 500, Sacramento, California 98514-
2938, telephone (916) 445-7933



THE TWENTIETH CAMPUS

California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 89-2

ONE of a series of reports published by the Commis-
s1on as part of its planming and coordinating respon-
sibilities Additional copies may be obtained without
charge from the Publications Office, California Post-
secondary Education Commussion, Third Floor, 1020
Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 95814-3985

Recent reports of the Commission inelude

88-40 The Fourth Segment Accredited Indepen-
dent Postsecondary Education in California The
Fifth in a Series of Reports on the Finaneial Condi-
tion of Califormia’s Regionally Accredited [ndepen-
dent Colleges and Universities (December 1988)

88-41 Beyond Assessment Enhancing the Learning
and Development of Califorma’s Changing Student
Population A Report in Response to the Higher Ed-
ucation Talent Development Act of 1987 (Assembly
Bill 2016, Chapter 1296, Statutes of 1987) (Decem-
ber 1988)

88-42 The Role of the Commussion in Achieving Ed-
ucational Equity A Declaration of Policy (December
1988)

88-43 Education Needs of California Firms for
Trade 1n Pacific Rim Markets A Staff Report to the

Californma Postsecondary Education Commussion (De-
cember 1988)

88-44 Progress on the Development of a Policy for
Revenue Collected by the Califorrua State Univer-
sity Through Concurrent Enrollment A Report to the
Legislature in Response to Supplemental Language
to the 1988-89 Budget Act (December 1988)

88-45 Prepaid College Twition and Savings Bond
Programg A Stafl Report to the California Postsec-
ondary Education Commission (December 1988)

89-1 Legislative Priorities for the Commaission,
1989 A Report of the Califorma Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commussion (January 1989)

89-2 The Twentieth Campus An Analysis of the
Califorma State University’s Proposal to Establish a
Full-Service Campus in the City of San Marcos 1n
Northern San Diego County (January 1989)

89-3 Toward Educational Equity Progress in Im-
plementing the Goals of Assembly Concurrent Reso-
lution 83 of 1984 A Report to the Legislature in Re-
sponse to Assembly Bill 101 (Chapter 574, Statutes
of 1987) (January 1989)

89-4 The Effectiveness of the Mathematics, Engn-
neering, Science Achievement (MESA) Program’s Ad-
ministrative and Policy-Making Processes A Report
to the Legislature in Response to Assembly Bill 610
{1985) (January 1989)

89-5 Comments on the Community Colleges’ Study
of Students with Learning Disabilities A Report to
the Legmslature in Response to Supplemental Report
Language to the 1988 State Budget Act (January
1989)

89-6 Prospects for Postsecondary Enrollment to
2005 Report of the Executive Director to the Calufor-
ma Postsecondary Education Commission, January
23,1989 (January 1989)

89-7 State Budget Priorities of the Commission,
1989 A Report of the Califormia Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commussion (March 1989)

89-8 Status Report on Human Corps Activities,
1989 The Second 11 a Series of Five Annual Reports
to the Legislature in Response to Assembly Bill 1820
(Chapter 1245, Statues of 1987) (March 1989)

89-9 A Further Review of the Californma State Uni-
versity’s Contra Costa Center (March 1989)

89-10 Out of the Shadows -- The IRCA/SLIAG Oppor-
tunity A Needs Assessment of Educational Services
for Eligible Legalized Aliens in California Under the
State Legalization Impact Assistance Grant Program
of the Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986,
submiatted to the California Postsecondary Education
Commussion, February 23, 1989, by Califormia To-
morrow (March 1989)

89.11 Faculty Salaries in Califormia’s Public Uni-
versities, 1989-90 A Report to the Legislature and

Governor 1n Response to Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion No 51 (1965) (March 1989)

89-12 Teacher Preparation Programs Offered by
California’s Public Universities A Report to the Leg-
1slature 1n Response to Supplemental Language 1n
the 1988 State Budget Act (March 1989)

89-13 The State's Reliance on Non-Governmental
Accreditation A Report to the Legislature in Re-
sponse to Assembly Concurrent Resolution 78 (Re-
solution Chapter 22, 1988) (March 1989)

89-14 Analysis of the 1989-90 Governor’s Budget A
Staff Report to the Califormia Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commussion (March 1989)
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